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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Re: GSW SEIR Meeting on Wednesday
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:21:05 PM


Paul,


As I discussed briefly with Joyce late Friday, my feeling is that the alternatives
considered & rejected needs considerable work.  When will this be discussed
tomorrow?


Bill Wycko


From: "Paul Mitchell" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>
To: "Bill Wycko" <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "chris kern" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Brett 'Bollinger (CPC)'"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Joyce" <joyce@orionenvironment.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:59:49 PM
Subject: GSW SEIR Meeting on Wednesday 


Bill:
 
Just a reminder the GSW SEIR team is meeting tomorrow at ESA’s offices on Kearny at 9:00 a.m.  We
will start with SEIR Transportation section followup, followed by transportation issues associated
with the SEIR Alternatives, and plan to be done with Transportation before noon.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán


(jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:13:43 PM


Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week and if
there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an
agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that
the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it was a
long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left off with the outstanding
TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM
language list please provide so that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 


(MTA); Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:42:23 PM


That might have been the case.  It was removed based on Adam's comments on the 
section and prior conversations. 
However, while going through the changes to the measures, I do recall stating that 
the additional TDM measure that dealt with employees from the TMP was dropped. 


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


On May 26, 2015, at 5:34 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Bill,
Evidently, Luba has a different understanding of the outcome of the discussion last 
Thursday. I’m copying her, Adam and SFMTA staff on this message in the hope that we 
can bring this discussion to a close tomorrow.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Chris,
 
I was there all day and don't remember any discussion of dropping 
substantive TDM requirements.  Perhaps others discussed this in advance 
and treated this as a done deal.
 
Bill Wycko
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From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Viktoriya Wise (MTA)" <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>, 
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)" 
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" 
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Peter Albert (MTA)" 
<peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)" 
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06:46 PM
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final 
agreement on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the 
TDM strategies to be included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the 
second Transportation work session that was scheduled for last Friday because there 
was no need for further discussion. The revised TDM strategies contained in the 
version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the revisions that we all 
agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, 
we can discuss this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom 
of page 2 about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days 
because their commercial buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I 
don't see anything here reflective of the discussion of providing car-share 
spaces at market rates to address GSW concerns about providing these 
spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties 
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for non-compliance?  There was also language that many City people 
contributed to several weeks ago about requirements for more substantive 
parking management & pricing if transit goals were not met.  Perhaps 
these live somewhere else?  We decided on Thursday to eliminate this 
measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive 
verbiage in the attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, 
has very little substance that would actually affect anyone's travel 
behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs to include aggressive 
management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled with 
viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water 
(ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to 
at our meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there 
seems to be some confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM 
language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM 
discussion last week and if there was agreement on the final language of the 
TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an agreement on the language (with 
Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that the language 
discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it 
was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left 
off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to 
infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so 
that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
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Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in 
the TMP, as discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's 
instructions, the "To be determined" measure was not included. This is the text 
that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure 
that the average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and 
event center uses does not exceed the average employee auto 
mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as an 
average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential 
transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode 
share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and 
setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to 
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and 
bind all tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event 
center, office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined 
annually, based on employee surveys that shall be conducted 
annually, at no cost to the City. The annual employee surveys shall 
commence within two years of opening of the South Street Tower 
and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall continue for 
a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target 
auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share 
based on the most recent data available from the transportation 
surveys conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation 
with the SFMTA. In any year that the annual employee surveys 
indicate that the auto mode share percentage exceeds 27 percent, or 
the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect the average 
employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment 
Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 
dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of 
the survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for 
transportation demand management or transit improvements related 
to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: 
Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement. Subject 
to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: 
Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate 
SFMTA's comments. 








From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Linda Hawkins linda@slhawk.com
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: Mansfield, Robert (GHS)
Cc: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:50:15 AM


Totally agreed.  As one who lives between AT&T and w/i one block of the Warriors, I'm in favor of it for a number of reasons.....one big
reason of which is to enhance the vibrancy of this boring feeling neighborhood. More restaurants,  and other amenities will  be welcome.


That said, we do need to hold the Warriors (and agreed, the Giants) to better neighborhood care than the prior Giants agreements.  AND,
the city needs to make big improvements to transit and traffic.  But, those are things we can work on.  


Linda Hawkins
Madrone 


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 9:38 AM, 'Mansfield,  Robert (GHS)' Robert.Mansfield@ucsf.edu [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Sorry to create another email, but I second what Diane says – was not a big basketball
fan (till the playoffs).  However, the additional revenue generated would certainly be
welcome.  We can’t have improvements without generating some money somewhere to
pay for them. 


 


I think we have learned from the experience with the Giants that we cannot allow the
team management’s responsibility to end at the gate – they need to be responsible for
the affected neighborhood surrounding the site.  (This could also apply to the new
development the Giants are planning.)   I do think both these organizations are willing to
be good neighbors, we just need to help them with some good ideas and firm
commitments.


 


 


Robert Mansfield


 


From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
[mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On Behalf Of Pauline Le
paulinele@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 8:38 AM
To: Diane Amato
Cc: Sean Karlin; SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W


 


 


Good to ask questions.  


If it helps, we're quite excited about the Warriors moving back to SF.


 


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:18 AM, Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.
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__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com  [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the
BART system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 


All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for them.
Why does San Francisco need this? 


Anyone?


Pax.


Sean Karlin


 


--


Pauline Le


__._,_.___


Posted by: Linda Hawkins <linda@slhawk.com>
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01:07 PM


Brett,


Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free.


It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  Based on over
thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the attachment
mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that would
actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs to
include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives.


Bill Wycko


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs


Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
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MTA for their final approval.”
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent
auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and
setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage
driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and
successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target
auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on
the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted
annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year
that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage
exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect
the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment
Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars
adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These
funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management
or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note
to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement.
Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 








From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Pauline Le paulinele@gmail.com
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: Diane Amato
Cc: Sean Karlin; SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:01:52 AM


 
__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


Good to ask questions.  


If it helps, we're quite excited about the Warriors moving back to SF.


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:18 AM, Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the
BART system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 
All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for them.
Why does San Francisco need this? 
Anyone?


Pax.
Sean Karlin


-- 
Pauline Le


__._,_.___


Posted by: Pauline Le <paulinele@gmail.com>
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:26:08 PM


Hi Chris,


I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If what he's
referring to as the Third Street work is needed to achieve the 3.5 mgd dry weather
capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, we need to know when it will be completed
if it's not part of the MTA Project. This is key to the impact analysis for the Mariposa
sub-basin. Could you help get this answer?


Thanks,


Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris"
<Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
"Paul Mitchell" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert"
<rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig" <CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather
flow which is a regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald
<mary@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the
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Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul
Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS
work be done this summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
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Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: Sean Karlin
Cc: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 8:19:13 AM


 
__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the BART
system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 
All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for them.
Why does San Francisco need this? 
Anyone?


Pax.
Sean Karlin


__._,_.___


Posted by: Diane Amato <amato.diane@gmail.com>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01:44 PM
Attachments: Final Changes to TMP TDM Measures and Mit Measure.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the 
TMP, as discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's 
instructions, the "To be determined" measure was not included. This is the text that 
was not included.


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·           <!--[endif]-->Implement transportation demand 
strategies as necessary to ensure that the average employee auto mode share 
for the office, retail and event center uses does not exceed the average 
employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as 
an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential 
transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode share may 
include providing transit subsidies for employees and setting parking rates for 
employees at or above the market rate to discourage driving to work. This 
measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and successors in interest 
for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center, 
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on 
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The 
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the 
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall 
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the 
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share 
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys 
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In 
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share 
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode 
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the 
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand 
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by 
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement 
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional 
Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


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


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


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


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


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


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


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


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


· AllowEncourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


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


Marketing/Communications


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


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


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


Capital


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


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


TDM strategies for event center employees:


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


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Communications/Marketing


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


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


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


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


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


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


Capital


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


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


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


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


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:2][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [2: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 







Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:3] These strategies could include the following: [3: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


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


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


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


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


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


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


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:4] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [4: 	] 



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


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


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


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


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


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


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


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


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


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











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


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 26, 2015, at 12:13 PM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> wrote:

Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.












From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 


(MTA); Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:42:22 PM


That might have been the case.  It was removed based on Adam's comments on the 
section and prior conversations. 
However, while going through the changes to the measures, I do recall stating that 
the additional TDM measure that dealt with employees from the TMP was dropped. 


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


On May 26, 2015, at 5:34 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Bill,
Evidently, Luba has a different understanding of the outcome of the discussion last 
Thursday. I’m copying her, Adam and SFMTA staff on this message in the hope that we 
can bring this discussion to a close tomorrow.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Chris,
 
I was there all day and don't remember any discussion of dropping 
substantive TDM requirements.  Perhaps others discussed this in advance 
and treated this as a done deal.
 
Bill Wycko
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From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Viktoriya Wise (MTA)" <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>, 
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)" 
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" 
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Peter Albert (MTA)" 
<peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)" 
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06:46 PM
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final 
agreement on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the 
TDM strategies to be included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the 
second Transportation work session that was scheduled for last Friday because there 
was no need for further discussion. The revised TDM strategies contained in the 
version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the revisions that we all 
agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, 
we can discuss this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom 
of page 2 about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days 
because their commercial buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I 
don't see anything here reflective of the discussion of providing car-share 
spaces at market rates to address GSW concerns about providing these 
spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties 
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for non-compliance?  There was also language that many City people 
contributed to several weeks ago about requirements for more substantive 
parking management & pricing if transit goals were not met.  Perhaps 
these live somewhere else?  We decided on Thursday to eliminate this 
measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive 
verbiage in the attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, 
has very little substance that would actually affect anyone's travel 
behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs to include aggressive 
management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled with 
viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water 
(ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to 
at our meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there 
seems to be some confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM 
language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM 
discussion last week and if there was agreement on the final language of the 
TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an agreement on the language (with 
Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that the language 
discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it 
was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left 
off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to 
infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so 
that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
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Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in 
the TMP, as discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's 
instructions, the "To be determined" measure was not included. This is the text 
that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure 
that the average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and 
event center uses does not exceed the average employee auto 
mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as an 
average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential 
transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode 
share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and 
setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to 
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and 
bind all tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event 
center, office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined 
annually, based on employee surveys that shall be conducted 
annually, at no cost to the City. The annual employee surveys shall 
commence within two years of opening of the South Street Tower 
and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall continue for 
a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target 
auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share 
based on the most recent data available from the transportation 
surveys conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation 
with the SFMTA. In any year that the annual employee surveys 
indicate that the auto mode share percentage exceeds 27 percent, or 
the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect the average 
employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment 
Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 
dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of 
the survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for 
transportation demand management or transit improvements related 
to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: 
Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement. Subject 
to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: 
Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate 
SFMTA's comments. 








From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of "woosmiley@yahoo.com"
woosmiley@yahoo.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: Cathy Robeck; Pauline Le
Cc: Diane Amato; Sean Karlin; SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2015 11:43:42 AM


Me too, welcome Warriors!!


Sent from my HTC


----- Reply message -----
From: "Cathy Robeck cathy_robeck@yahoo.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]"
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com>
To: "Pauline Le" <paulinele@gmail.com>
Cc: "Diane Amato" <amato.diane@gmail.com>, "Sean Karlin" <sean.karlin@gmail.com>,
"SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com"
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com>
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wed, May 27, 2015 7:19 PM


 


Also excited about the warriors coming here!


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 8:37 AM, Pauline Le paulinele@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Good to ask questions.  


If it helps, we're quite excited about the Warriors moving back to SF.


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:18 AM, Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the
BART system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 
All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for
them. Why does San Francisco need this? 
Anyone?


Pax.
Sean Karlin


-- 
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Track-Change Version of SEIR Printcheck Transportation Sections
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:51:09 AM
Attachments: 7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3 LCW_jsh.docx


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3 LCW TABLES.docx
5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR3_redline.docx


All:
 
Attached are the track-change version of SEIR Printcheck Transportation and Alternatives sections.
 
Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”


 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives areinclude site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” 


The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. (Section 15126.6[a])


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed the required No Project alternative. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant and unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented reiterated below, are consistent with the objectives of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2). ,These alternatives were used in the identification and analysis selection of alternatives. As noted above, an EIR need only consider alternatives that would feasibly accomplish In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of for the proposed project are to: 


· Construct a state-of-the-art multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention businessConstruct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Provide sufficient complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses, to create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, and allows for a financially feasible projectBuild complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit, bicycle, and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity under the existing plus Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional supplemental Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation and under cumulative conditions, that could result in a significant cancer risk but could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3 and CAQ2))


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be potentially feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the potentially feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions. These strategies were then used to formulate alternatives for analysis in this chapter.


Transportationffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic transportation impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating the project to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and/or where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, included an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, conservatively determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts without the need for mitigation.


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Chapter 5, Section 5.4 identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measure represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. These impacts are associated with any project that involves grading or excavation activities. For this reason, Ooff-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject to a risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices consistent with the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would ensure that the project would result in a less-than-significant impact on bird collisionsmitigate this impact to less than significant. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be potentially feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This aAlternative B was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). The proposed 18,064-seat capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064-seat capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the NBA, despite  league. The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the high current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certainunlikely that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen the project's significant traffic-related impacts. 


Detailed traffic modeling of a smaller event center has not been performed. For this reason, it is not possible to determine exactly how small the event center would need to be in order to avoid some or all of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. Based on the modeling that has been performed, however, it would be expected that a smaller event center would result in significant impacts at fewer intersections, but as indicated by the modeling conducted for the No Event scenario, an arena of any size would result in a significant impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh/Mississippi. Thus, even a substantially smaller event center than the proposed 18,064-seat event center would still have a significant and unavoidable impact, would not meet NBA standards for an arena, and would not meet the basic project objectives. 


Furthermore, reducing the scale of operations at the proposed event center—such as reducing the number or size of events—would reduce the frequency of the significant transportation-related impacts but would not lessen or avoid the magnitude of the impact of any individual event; the same transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, this alternative strategy would not effectively avoid or lessen transportation-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis. It should be noted, however, that reducing the size of project features other than the event center is included under Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative, which is analyzed in this SEIR.


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the mosta potentially feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, proximity to the downtown and local/regional transit services, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site due to its ownership by the Port of San Francisco.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure Proposition B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure Proposition F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least successfulthree prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred proposed project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIRchapter:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are potentially feasible options that would likely meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives. In addition, as noted in Chapter 8 of this SEIR, a project variant is analyzed in equal level of detail as the proposed project, and this variant incidentally reduces one of the significant impacts of the proposed project while meeting all of the project objectives. Thus, this variant represents a fourth alternative considered in detail in this alternatives analysis. Please refer to Chapter 8 for the description and analysis of the Third Street Plaza Variant (and the fourth project alternative).
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Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475350,000 parking and loading
1,673548,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, 
plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite
plus 132 spaces off-site


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
31,700 /retail





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 90 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. 32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Army Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission (public trust determination for Piers 30-32)


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors


· 


· Voter approval under Proposition B (June 2014)


[WP: PLEASE FIX BULLETS]












Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention businessConstruct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Provide sufficient complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses, to create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, and allows for a financially feasible projectBuild complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			PotentiallyYes


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit, bicycle, and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative 


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location, existing entitlement, and ongoing development on similar sites adjacent to or near to Blocks 29-32, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future. Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), this scenario represents what is reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans, available infrastructure, and community services. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	There have been two previously approved projects, or Major Phase approvals for Blocks 29-32. Similar to those projects, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the established protocols in the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (OPA), through the Design Review and Document Approval Procedure (DRDAP), and the Interagency Cooperation Agreement (ICA) between the OCII and City departments. Under these agreements, the sponsor of the No Project Alternative development would be required to submit its overall plans for development in “Major Phases” and in combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design (Schematic Design) applications. If each Major Phase and Schematic Design submission is consistent with the South Plan, the Design for Development, the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and other Plan documents, then the OCII Commission approves each Major Phase and Schematic Design. The OPA vests the rights of an applicant or project sponsor to develop a program of the number of square feet and intensity of uses described in the No Project Alternative. ] 



For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would be located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls on-site, plus 132 spaces off-site at the South Street garage, for a total of 1,182 spaces.[footnoteRef:3] It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. Possible future uses for this hypothetical development scenario could include biotech uses, UCSF-related uses, or a wide variety of private or public uses that are allowed as primary uses under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. [3:  	Based on the requirements of the South Plan and the Design for Development, a minimum of 1,061 and maximum of 1,081 spaces would be needed for a proposed development of this size. With the inclusion of the 132 spaces at the South Street garage, the requirements for on-site parking would range from 929 to 949 spaces. Thus, the parking estimates used for the No Project Alternative exceed the requirements, though would likely be adjusted should an actual development proposal be submitted.] 



This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that a final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review or minor changes to Mission Bay planning documents on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet threefour of the eight seven project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards. Furthermore, andit can be assumed that the No Project Alternative could promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies, though it would be unlikely that the project sponsor for the No Project Alternative would pursue AB 900 certification. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN


Make sure that the graphic does not have buildings over the 90 feet except for the one tower (add heights?).  If someone came back and said the site plan should be more simplified (ie, large blocky buildings like the rest of MB), would that change any of the conclusions?  If not, fine to leave as is









Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same or similar mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location. However, it should noted that in March 2015, the City of Oakland certified a Final EIR on the Coliseum Area Specific Plan,[footnoteRef:4] which discloses the environmental impacts of a new sports venue at the current location of Oracle Arena and the surrounding area. , which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere.  [4:  	City of Oakland, 2015. Coliseum Area Specific Plan, Final Environmental Impact Report. State Clearing House #2013042066, City Case #ER13-0004, published February 20, 2015. Certified March 31, 2015.] 



Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. As described for the proposed project in the Initial Study, Nno housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 3093,300,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces plus 132 spaces off-site at the South Street garage would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


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











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. (See Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-24, which presents the travel demand for the proposed project for the Basketball Game and Convention Event scenarios. 


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project for both the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour, 


 [WP: SEE OTHER FILE WITH REPLACEMENT TABLE THAT INCLUDES AN EXTRA COLUMN]


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


[WP: SEE OTHER FILE WITH REPLACEMENT TABLE THAT INCLUDES AN EXTRA COLUMN]





			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


[WP: SEE OTHER FILE WITH REPLACEMENT TABLE THAT INCLUDES AN EXTRA COLUMN]





			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


[WP: SEE OTHER FILE WITH REPLACEMENT TABLE THAT INCLUDES AN EXTRA COLUMN]





			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the proposed project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS) with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the No Project Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			3.6


			32


			2.1


			2.0





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			3.3


			17


			0.26


			0.24





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			30


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.30


			1.0


			0.04


			0.04





			EnergyBoilers


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			35


			36


			2223


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.06


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			EnergyBoilers


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			6.36.4


			6.56.7


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.1410


			0.1410





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation) a


			8.86


			8.87





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated) a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total a 


			75.2


			63.864


			89.290





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reducecue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. However, Eeven though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that ofthose calculated for the proposed project. However, since the proposed project would purchase carbon offset credits to result in no net increase in GHG emissions, the GHG emissions of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those of the proposed project,but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions for the No Project Alternative would be less than significant assuming compliance with applicable policies and regulations, and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials,. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersections and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SUM to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants. Impact would change from LSM to LS.


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce transportation and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. As described above in Section 7.2.3, reducing the size of the event center was determined not to be feasible due to the current standards of the NBA for professional basketball games, the current market demand for season tickets, and the likelihood that reducing the size or scale of the event center would not avoid or lessen the significant and unavoidable transportation-related impacts. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. Similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


[bookmark: _GoBack]On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the regional transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although givendespite the absence of a towerreduced height of the building at Third and 16th Street from 160 to 90 feet, the impact could be potentially significants could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still be significant even with maximum complianceimplementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through implementation of pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			1311


			175154


			7.16.2


			7.16.2





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.450.80


			1.340.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			6649


			246203


			8.67.0


			8.57.0





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.520.46


			9382


			0.60.51


			0.60.51





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.50.80


			1.30.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			5439


			164130


			2.01.3


			1.91.2





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP(Alternative–GSW Trips)


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5, same as project)


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers (assumes 4, same as project)


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile (Alternative–GSW Trips)


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4)


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required by Offsets


			1.77


			9.25


			0


			0











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.3127


			0.3127





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053049


			0.053048





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply to this alternative. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 111 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Intensity Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 48 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 37.2 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.28.5 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			5448


			2.82.5


			2825





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.28.5


			0.480.44


			4.84.4





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117/72111 / 72


			66 / 64


			109/86106 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures that include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900 not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, Iit is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the AB 900 application submitted for the proposed project. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same orsomewhat less than that of the project, but given the assumption that this alternative would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900 and purchase carbon offset credits, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based on results on of wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Therefore, the severity of the wind impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative is unknown at this time, although if wind testing were to determine that the impacts would exceed significance thresholds, the same mitigation measure identified for the proposed project would apply to this alternative. 


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as theyit did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials,. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Construction air quality impacts associated with emissions of ROG and NOx. Impact remains SUM, but under the proposed project, ROG and NOx emissions would be 59 and 226 pounds per day, respectively, and would be reduced to 49 and 203 pounds per day, respectively, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Under the proposed project both ROG and NOx construction emissions would exceed significance thresholds, but under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, only NOx emissions would exceed these thresholds.


· Operational air quality impacts associated with emissions of ROG and NOx (Impact remains SUM, but under the proposed project, ROG and NOx emissions would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, and would be reduced to 64 and 105 pounds per day, respectively, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative).


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site. The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project. Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible. The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan. In addition, Piers 30-32 is within the purview of the State Lands Commission as part of its stewardship of state-owned lands, waterways, and resources and subject to Public Trust considerations under the Burton Act.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a "dolphin" berthing structure[footnoteRef:5], and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side. [5:  	A “dolphin” berthing structure would provide an extended berthing point for large deep water vessels on the east side of Piers 30-32. The structure was proposed to be located south of the southeast corner of Piers 30-32, and would consist of an above-water concrete platform (approximately 36 square feet in surface area) with a single mooring post, attached to the seabed.] 



Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about approximately 32 months for the entire development, about 6 months longer than the construction schedule for the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project, including extensive in-water construction activities would be required in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 due to the seismic and structural upgrades to the pier structure that would be required. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as well as the San Francisco voters.


It should be noted that this alternative includes a different mix of uses than that of the proposed project, including new residential and hotel uses and substantially less office uses. Because of these differences, this alternative would result in impacts that would not occur for the proposed project, particularly due to the residential uses. However, the program for this alternative is based on the previous proposal by the project sponsor for this site, and was determined to be the most viable mix of uses for this site at that time.


Under the Off-site Alternative, development at Blocks 29-32 at Mission Bay would not be precluded. Both developments could occur concurrently, potentially contributing to localized impacts at both sites. See the analysis of the No Project Alternative for the impacts associated with development at Blocks 29-32, in Section 7.3.1 above.


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process. In addition, the State Lands Commission would need to make a determination with regard to its consistency of the proposed uses with public trust.[footnoteRef:6] These agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. [6:  	Assembly Bill No. 1273 was approved in September 2013, which authorizes the State Lands Commission to approve a mixed-use development on the San Francisco waterfront at Piers 30-32, which would include a multipurpose venue for events and public assembly, if the State Lands Commission finds at a properly noticed public meeting, that specified conditions are met.] 



Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on Seawall Lot 330. Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the estimated auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, although as described below, traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


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





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












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.522.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.85


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


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





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














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. ThereforeUnder the basketball game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local Muni transit operations would be less than significant. However, Bbecause the number of regional transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur. T, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not  require additional Muni transit service along The Embarcadero, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the same as the proposed project, and a mitigation measure similar to Mitigation Measure M-TR-13, Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events, would be required. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. In addition, given its location, the Off-site Alternative would have notably less effects on emergency access to the UCSF Hospital compared to the proposed project.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts and cumulative Muni transit impacts during overlapping events at AT&T Park would be less than significant with mitigation, , and while cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant but mitigablewith mitigation contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. Operational noise impacts are discussed with respect to the potential exposure to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards; increased vehicular traffic noise; and crowd noise.


Exposure to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI Muni light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase would be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4 PM – 6 PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9 PM – 11 PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6 PM – 8 PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closestboard the Muni light rail at the platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site Alternative location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site Alternative residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum implementation compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.4614


			180.07204


			6.867.6


			6.867.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.9160


			3.384


			3.438





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			553.43


			229570.46


			120.75


			110.70





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			NoYes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.8876


			15735.90


			1.10.98


			1.10.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissionsEmissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.109


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			298.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			376.89


			19977.72


			1.974


			1.870





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. UnlLike the proposed project, operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be a less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the proposed project and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions substantiallyslightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would be belowexceed the applicable significance thresholds. The primary reason for this difference is that the Off-site Alternative is located in Superdistrict 1 which, because of its proximity to major regional transit connections results in lower vehicle trip rates and a resultant estimated VMT of approximately 54 percent compared to that of the proposed project. Consequently, The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would not apply to the Off-site Alternative for operational emissions of criteria air pollutants, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			3712


			8717


			144.9


			6.32.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			2.13.3


			2314


			4.62.9


			4.62.9





			Area Sources


			4029


			0.3710


			0.049


			0.049





			Marine


			1.1


			7.4


			0.28


			0.28





			Total 


			4680


			48102


			1017


			7.19.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources  (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			2.26.8


			3.216


			0.892.5


			0.401.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.05


			0.15


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			0.600.38


			4.12.6


			0.8352


			0.8352





			Area Sources


			5.37.2


			0.027


			<0.012


			<0.012





			Marine


			0.20


			1.3


			0.05


			0.05





			Total


			8.314


			8.819


			1.83.1


			1.31.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not theto this cumulative contributions of all sourcesimpact (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:7].  [7:  	An increase of 0.2 μg/m3 in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727-736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). Even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-25, concentrations of PM2.5 under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant. Consequently, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Table 7-25
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact 


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Construction





			Background at the receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			1.8


			0.13





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.29


			0.02





			Total Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration (Unmitigated/Mitigated


			X/X


			X/X





			Project Total (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			X/X


			X/X





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant? (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			Yes/Yes


			No/No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Project Operations - Marine


			0.08


			0.04





			Total Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration


			X


			X





			Project Total


			0.45


			0.41





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant?


			Yes


			Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-26). This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  


Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-26
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Background at the receptor 


			113


			560





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			285


			17





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			44


			2.7





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2





			Project Operations - Marine


			44


			23





			Cumulative Cancer Risk (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			479/238


			X/X





			Project Total (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			366/125


			77/62





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			7


			7





			Significant (Unmitigated/ Mitigated)?


			Yes/Yes


			Yes/Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure ZoneAPEZ. However, Health Code Article 38 requires that residential uses located within an APEZ include air filtration measures to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Therefore, implementation of protective measures in compliance with this regulation Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, and although not an issue under the proposed project, . Tthis would be a new significant impact that couldwould be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like Similar to the proposed project, the cumulative construction-related criteria air quality pollutant impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respectiveapplicable significance threshold. Therefores, the project's contribution to cumulative construction air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project would be required, including construction emissions minimization measures (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1) and offset emissions measures (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b). 


However, unlike the proposed project, which would result in significant and unavoidable operational criteria air pollutant impacts and thus contribute considerably to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts, operation of the Off-site Alternative would not result in significant cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts because this alternative’s project-level emissions would not exceed the project-level significance thresholds. Thus, operational emissions from the Off-site Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional criteria air pollutants. Therefore, with respect to cumulative, operational air quality impacts, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially less severe impacts than the project.


On the other hand, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially greater and more severe impacts than the proposed project with respect to cumulative health risk. Because this alternative is located in an APEZ and would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations that exceed the significance thresholds, the alternative's contribution to cumulative impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as compared to the proposed project, which would have a less than significant impact.


SimilarlyOverall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate GHG emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and operated such that it would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, it is assumed that the Off-Site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the associated AB 900 application that would be submitted for this alternative. Thus, given the assumptions that this alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the project and would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900, the Off-site Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there are no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at the corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at the corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northernmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northernmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at the corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, and the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. The proposed project includes mitigation consistent with City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, and thus this impact under the proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation.


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. ThusHowever, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project; due to extent of in-water construction, there would be greater potential for adverse effects on water quality to occur, as well as a more onerous and longer duration mitigation measure to be implemented. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an a sea level rise risk assessment and adaptationadaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet allmost of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Operational criteria air pollutant impacts and the alternative's contribution to cumulative regional criteria air pollutant impacts. (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation and associated contribution to cumulative impacts. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts at different intersections than those identified for the proposed project. The number of intersections with significant traffic impacts would increase, and these  impacts would occur under a greater number of scenarios. Even though the Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, traffic impacts would be substantially greater due to its more central and congested location closer to downtown. (Impact would be SUM.)


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot is considered potentially feasible for the purposes of this SEIR due in large part to the previous investigations and studies that were conducted in 2012-2013 for the previously proposed project at this site, and the potential economic viability of that project at that time. However, that process also indicated that there remain uncertainties with regard to the acquisition of all the necessary permits and approvals required for this site, including permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and Port of San Francisco (see Table 7-1 above for the complete list). Furthermore, the financial feasibility of a project at this site is currently unknown. 


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


The three remaining alternatives consist of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, and the Third Street Plaza Variant (see Chapter 8 for a description of this variant and its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project). All three of these alternatives Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project across a broad range of environmental resources, including transportation, noise, air quality, and wastewater demand; however, this alternative although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts related to noise, air quality, wind, and utilities that were identified for the proposed project;. Howeverhowever, the Off-site Athis alternative would result in substantially more severe significant impacts related to noise, vibration, and air quality, and also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation and biological resources that would not occur under the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant would have all of the same significant impacts as the proposed project, save one, wind impacts at off-site public areas; this impact, though determined to be significant and unavoidable for the proposed project due to current unknowns in the project design, can be expected to be mitigated to less than significant prior to project implementation with appropriate design refinements.


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would beis considered the environmentally superior alternative, because it would reduce the severity of adverse environmental effects across a broad range of environmental resources and would not result in any new significant environmental impacts. . However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 27 compares the significant impacts of the three alternativesNo Project, Reduced Intensity, and Off-site Alternatives with those of the proposed project; please see Chapter 8 for the impacts of the Third Street Plaza Variant (as described in Chapter 8, the Third Street Plaza Variant would have all the same significant impacts as the proposed project except that Impact WS-1, regarding wind hazards at off-site public areas would be less than significant instead of significant and unavoidable with mitigation). Table 7-27 lists only the significant impact of the project and alternatives (with significant and unavoidable impacts noted in bold italic type); less-than-significant impacts are not shown.  





Table 7-2627
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, which would be substantially more severe than the traffic impacts of the proposed project significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 27 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 27 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required.





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required.





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


In developing the proposed project and the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than compared to those of the project. The alternatives considered and the reasons OCII has they have been rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternatives Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


As described above in Section 7.2.3, several alternative strategies were considered as part of the alternatives screening and selection process for this SEIR. The alternative strategy to reduce the size/scale of the event center was rejected because not only would it fail to meet most of the project objectives, reducing the size/scale of the event center would likely not substantially avoid or lessen significant and unavoidable transportation impacts, and consequently, associated air quality and noise impacts. Please see discussion above in Section 7.2.3 for further discussion.


An additional alternative strategy that was considered but rejected was a no build alternative at the project site Blocks 29-32 and to allow the site to remain in its current state as a parking lot and undeveloped site. While a no build alternative would avoid all identified significant impacts of the proposed project, it would not meet any of the project objectives. It would also not be consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and would in fact undermine the Plan because OCII would lose the ability construct affordable housing as well as fewer infrastructure improvements within the Plan area. Furthermore, a no build alternative at this location is not reasonably foreseeable for financial reasons, given the active development currently occurring on the surrounding parcels.


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, and in Section 7.3.3, above, in 2012, the project sponsor proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development on Seawall Lot 330. The San Francisco Planning Department published a Notice of Preparation of an EIR for this previous project received extensive public comment on that proposal, and conducted preliminary analysis of potential impacts of that proposal. As a part of the preliminary environmental review for this previous proposal, the Planning Department also examined two alternative site locations, Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2)the Former Potrero Power Plant Site, as possible ways to avoid or lessen significant environmental impacts of that project. At that time, the currently proposed project site at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay was not available, as salesforce.com was in the process of developing the site with a mix of commercial/industrial/retail uses as allowed under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. However, due to the change in circumstances since that time, the project sponsor withdrew its application for an event center and mixed uses at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, and replaced it with the currently proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay.


However, as a part of the preliminary environmental review for the previous proposal, numerous Oother alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options alternative sites were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. HoweverCurrently, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency for the proposed project, has considered these options alternative sites as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. The alternative sites considered are listed and described in Table 7-28, and along with OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-2728
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Location


			Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Seawall Lot 337


			Seawall Lot 337 is a 16-acre parcel located directly south of China Basin, about one third mile north of Blocks 29-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary, currently used for surface parking.


			Seawall Lot 337 is within the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco. However, this site is part of a the proposed Mission Rock mixed-use project (see Chapter 5, Section 5.1, for description), and the Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. Furthermore, an event center and mixed use development at this site would be expected to have the same or similar significant and unavoidable impacts as the proposed project, particularly with respect to transportation impacts and overlapping events with AT&T Park.





			Former Potrero Power Plant Site


			This site, also known as the Mirant site, is located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of ongoing site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s.


			This site is less well served by transit and due to its remote location, would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs. Therefore, an event center at this location would likely have the same or more severe transportation-related impacts as the proposed project, including significant and unavoidable traffic, transit, air quality, and noise impacts. There are also concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities at this site. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility.


			Pier 50 site is under both Port of San Francisco and BCDC jurisdiction, subject to a public trust easement. Pier 50 is the Port’s maintenance center for the entire Port of SF waterfront, an essential trust use. Pier 50 is also deep water permanent berthing facility, designated a Port priority facility in BCDC’s Seaport Plan. Therefore, an event center at this site sould displace maritime uses currently on Pier 50 and .conflict with the Seaport Plan. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require extensive seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts on marine wildlife, which would not occur under the proposed project. Significant and unavoidable transportation, air quality, and noise Impacts would likely be the same as or similar to the proposed project, particularly with respect to transportation impacts and overlapping events with AT&T Park. In addition, no seismic or engineering feasibility studies have been conducted for construction of a large development like the proposed project on Pier 50, so, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. , sSite suitability of Pier 50 is unknown. 





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This sitePier 80 is under both Port of San Francisco and BCDC jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Pier 80 is one of the Port’s two major cargo terminals, and is designated as a Port priority facility in BCDC’s Seaport Plan. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, theconstructing an event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources Construction would require extensive seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts on marine wildlife, which would not occur under the proposed project. The site is less well served by Muni and regional transit, and access would primarily be via auto, and the roadway network serving Pier 80 is less developed with narrower cross-sections (i.e., fewer travel lanes). Therefore, transportation and associated air quality and noise impacts would likely be the same or potentially more severe than those under the proposed project. Due to its remote location, this site would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs.





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. The site is less well served by Muni and regional transit. Due to its remote location, this site would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs. The site is actively being developed, and is not available. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units.  City has approved a development agreement (Ordinance No. 149-14) and has recently approved a tentative subdivision map. The site is less well served by Muni and regional transit, and because access would primarily be via auto, would require substantial nearby parking supplies. Due to its remote location, this site would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966.


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate thean event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Development within the Presidio is subject to the Presidio Trust Management Plan, and an arena would be incompatible with the plan. Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by Muni and regional transit and auto usage would require substantial nearby parking supply. Transportation and associated air quality and noise impacts would likely be the same or potentially more severe than those under the proposed project. Due to its remote location, this site would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs. Also because of due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources that would not occur under the proposed project. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 28 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Location


			Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			The Cow Palace is under control of 1-A District Agricultural Association, a State agency of the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s  Division of Fairs and Expositions,and it is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. This site is less well served by Muni and regional transit. Transportation and associated air quality and noise impacts would likely be the same or potentially more severe than those under the proposed project. Due to its remote location, this site would not meet the project objectives to locate the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs. This site would have no advantages over the proposed site with respect to avoiding or lessening significant environmental impacts. It is unknown if the project sponsor could reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			This alternative location is technically infeasible, because an event center The technical feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept ishas not been incorporated into part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal, which is currently under construction. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department is currently conducting the Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB) to holistically study transportation and land use alternatives within southeast San Francisco and affecting the City as a whole. The RAB is made up of five distinct components of analysis: (1) Reconfigure and/or relocate portions of the Fourth/King railyard storage and maintenance functions (service to the Fourth/King would remain) (2) Verify and/or potentially modify the proposed Downtown Rail Extension, (3) Create a loop track out of the east side of the Transbay Transit Center, (4) Replace the elevated portion of I-280 north of Mariposa or 16th Streets with a surface boulevard, similar to The Embarcadero or Octavia Boulevard, including improved circulation and connections throughout the area, and (5) Create opportunities for new public spaces, housing, and jobs at the Railyard and along the freeway/rail alignment between Townsend and Mariposa Streets, including the potential to raise additional revenue to realize the transportation infrastructure.


The Phase I feasibility assessment of options for each of the components is currently underway, and the Phase II alternatives development phase will focus on developing and defining alternatives from those options. A substantial amount of additional discussion and analysis is required before the details of the feasibility and potential design and removal of I-280 and construction of California's planned high-speed rail network and related components within San Francisco are developed to a level at which that project's effects on the transportation system in Mission Bay could be understood. Funding has not been secured to study these identified options beyond the Phase II alternatives development phase, or to underake or implement any aspect of this project. 


			This site is currently unavailable and will not be in the foreseeable future. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour 


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project – No Event


			Proposed Project – Basketball Game


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative – No Event





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.7


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.2


			E


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			52.3


			D


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			27.4


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			16.8


			A


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			33.6


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			28.0


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			44.2


			C


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.0


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			42.0


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			25.8


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.6


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project – No Event


			Proposed Project – Basketball Game


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative – No Event





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project – No Event


			Proposed Project- Basketball Game


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative – No Event





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


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


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


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project – No Event


			Proposed Project – Basketball Game


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative - No Event





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


Introduction


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


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


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


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


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


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


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines[footnoteRef:2], and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant. [2: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity (i.e. the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest screenlines) and other parts of San Francisco and the region (i.e., the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay screenlines).] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:3], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [3: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



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


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


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


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


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II)[footnoteRef:4] will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street.  [4: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. A cycle track is a Class II bikeway, and is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



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


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


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:5] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [5: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



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



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


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


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


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


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


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


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


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


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


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


The 21 study intersections were selected either because they represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., King Street, Cesar Chavez Street, freeway ramp touchdown locations), are located along major street corridors serving the Mission Bay Area (e.g., Third Street, Fourth Street, Seventh Street, 16th Street, Owens Street, Mariposa Street), or are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Illinois Street), and because they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. In general, many of the same intersections were also evaluated as part of previous environmental studies that include the Mission Bay Area such as the Mission Bay SEIR (1998), UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay EIR (2008), SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project EIR (2014), and UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR (2014).[footnoteRef:6] [6:     Mission Bay SEIR A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.771E. The Final EIR for UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay is available online at http://campusplanning.ucsf.edu/physical/RFEIRHospital.php. Final EIR for the 2014 UCSF Long Range Development Plan is available online at http://www.ucsf.edu/content/lrdp-environmental-impact-report-downloads.  ] 



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


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


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:7] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:8] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [7: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [8: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.





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






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


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:9] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [9: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



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


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


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






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






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






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


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions (four on-ramps and two off-ramps in total). These freeway ramps were selected for analysis as they represent the regional highway facility most likely to be impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were obtained from based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network (conducted in 2013 and 2014, as described above), and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


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


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


table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


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


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


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


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


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





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


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


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


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


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


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








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


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


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


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – The number of light rail vehicles per train will increase from one to two, and hHeadways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


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


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:10], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [10: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· 33 Stanyan – When the 22 Fillmore trolley bus service is extended into Mission Bay, the 33 Stanyan will be rerouted to follow the current alignment of the 22 Fillmore from Kansas Street to the route terminal on 20th Street at Third Street.  


· 58 24th Street – The 58 24th Street service will replace the alignment of the current 48 Quintara that terminates on 20th Street at Third Street when its service is realigned to serve Candlestick Point.    


Regional Service Providers


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


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


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


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


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


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


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






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:11] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [11: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



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


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The Muni screenline analysis for the weekday p.m. peak hour focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this is because, as a major employment center, travel in downtown San Francisco during the weekday p.m. peak hour is heaviest in the outbound direction, as is the amount of transit service and capacity provided by Muni.


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects.[footnoteRef:12] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent for weekday peak hour analyses. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis. [12:  Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within which the proposed project would become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year. The Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the proposed project becomes operational.  ] 



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


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.





OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-24	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-25	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


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


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


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





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


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


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines (Outbound from Downtown)





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











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





Pedestrian Network


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


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


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


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


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


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


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





Bicycle Network


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


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:13] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [13: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4. Available online at http://ca.regstoday.com/law/shc/ca.regstoday.com/laws/shc/calaw-shc_DIVISION1_CHAPTER8.aspx. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



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


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


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


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


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


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






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


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


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


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


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












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


As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project described above, the existing bicycle lanes on 16th Street (Bicycle Route 40) between Seventh and Kansas Streets, will be relocated to 17th Street between Seventh and Kansas Streets. On 17th Street at Kansas Street, the relocated bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on the same street to the west, while at the east end, the bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on Mississippi Street that runs between Mariposa and 16th Streets.


Loading Conditions


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


Emergency Vehicle Access


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


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:14]  [14: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8). The parking study area was defined to include those off-street parking facilities located within a reasonable walking distance from the project site for an event, up to 0.5 miles, with easy access from the major street corridors that provide access to the Mission Bay Area.





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



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


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


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


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





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





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


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


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





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


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





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


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





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





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


			Lot


			610


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





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








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


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


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


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





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


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








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


On-street Parking


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


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


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


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


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:15] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [15: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900. Available online at https://law.resource.org/pub/us/code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/0-snapshots/S-44/Transportation.html. Access May 28, 2015.] 



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


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


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:16] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:17] [16: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [17: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



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


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


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


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,4500 spaces).


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


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


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


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often illegally occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis. , and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:18]  [18: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



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


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:19] [19: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



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


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train , which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


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


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


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



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


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


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


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


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


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


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


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:21] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, and Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [21: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions. On days with a SF Giants evening game, substantially heavier pedestrian flow conditions occur to the north, away from the project site, particularly on the section of Third Street north of Mission Rock Street and on the Third Street Bridge, which is used by SF Giants game attendees as they walk between parking Lot A and AT&T Park.





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


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


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


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








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


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


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


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





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


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


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


Federal and State Regulations


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


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


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


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


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


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


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


San Francisco General Plan


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


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


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


Better Streets Plan


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


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


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


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


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


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


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


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


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


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


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


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:22] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [22: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



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


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


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


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


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:23] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [23:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements, unless specifically noted. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


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


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


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


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:24] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [24: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



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


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


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


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


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:25] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [25: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. Available online at http://sfpark.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/MissionBayParkingStrategy_July2012.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


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


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


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


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


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:26] would be installed at the following intersections: [26: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/contents.cfm. 
Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



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


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


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


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


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


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


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


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


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


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:27] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [27: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:28] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [28: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded with more frequent service, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. The project sponsor would join the Mission Bay TMA and the project’s required contributions to the association would enable the expanded shuttle service. The additional service would enable office employees and retail visitors to access the site from key transit locations. All standard shuttle service funded in part by the proposed project would be an integrated part of the Mission Bay TMA network and would continue to be free of charge for all residents and employees in Mission Bay, regardless of their origin or destination. If the project sponsor chooses to fund incremental event-only shuttle service in partnership with the Mission Bay TMA, such service would be supported exclusively by the project sponsor and provided for the use by event attendees only. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


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


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


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


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


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


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


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


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


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


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















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


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


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


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


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


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


The proposed project includes the procurement of up to four light rail vehicles to increase the Muni light rail capacity on the T Third line as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.  


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






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demande


			On demande





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





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


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demande


			On demande





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


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


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


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


e	Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero – about three three-car trains.





SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


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


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


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


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


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


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


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


Event Transportation Management Strategies


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


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



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


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





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


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





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


			√


			√


			√


			√





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


			√


			√


			√


			√





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


			


			√


			√


			√





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


			


			√


			√


			√





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


			


			√


			√


			√





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


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





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


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


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


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


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












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


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


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


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:29] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [29: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



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


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


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Owens Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


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


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






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


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


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


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


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


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


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


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


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


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


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


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street (i.e., about 140 vehicles during the late evening peak hour). On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


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


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


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


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


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


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


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


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


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


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


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


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted) and the Third Street bridge is congested following a SF Giant game, event center attendees would generally be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the west and north via Seventh Streetand west. Some vehicles, depending on where they have parked, would access Seventh Street via Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


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


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


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


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


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


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:30] [30: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/cashout/cashout_guide_0809.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


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


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


· AllowEncourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


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


Marketing/Communications


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


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


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


Capital


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


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


TDM strategies for event center employees:


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


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Communications/Marketing


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


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


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


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


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


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


Capital


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


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


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


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


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:31][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [31: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


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


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


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


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


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


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


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


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


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


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:32] following an event, if desired.  [32: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



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


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


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


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


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


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


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


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


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


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


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


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


Approach to Analysis


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


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


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


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


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


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


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


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


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


Event Scenarios


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


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


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:33] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [33: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



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


Analysis Periods


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


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


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


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


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














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


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


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


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


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


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


Construction Analysis Methodology


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


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


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


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


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


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


			< 10





			B


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


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


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


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


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


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


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


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


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


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


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


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





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





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


Under existing plus project conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at a signalized intersection if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes was reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F).


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to delays at intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. The increases in project-related vehicle trips were reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether these increases would contribute considerably to the critical movements (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F). 


Under existing plus project conditions and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at an unsignalized intersection if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:34] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. [34: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a signalized or unsignalized intersection under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


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


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


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





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





For freeway ramp merge and diverge analyses, the proposed project was determined to have a significant impact on ramp operations if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes on the ramp was reviewed to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp).


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. For ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a ramp under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Transit Analysis Methodology


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


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). The weekday p.m. peak hour coincides with the peak evening commute period, and with the time when most employees at the site would be departing work.


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


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


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


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


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


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:35]  [35: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



The proposed project was determined to have a significant transit impact if project-generated transit trips would cause downtown or regional screenlines, and, where applicable, directly affected routes, operating at less than its capacity utilization standard under existing conditions, to operate at more than capacity utilization standard. For Muni, the capacity utilization standard is 85 percent for conditions without an event at the project site, and 100 percent for conditions with an event at the project site. For regional operators, the capacity utilization standard is 100 percent for conditions without and with an event at the project site.  


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant cumulative impact if its implementation would cause the capacity utilization at the Muni and regional screenlines and/or corridors within the screenlines to exceed the capacity utilization standard noted above for conditions without and with an event at the project site, or if its implementation would contribute considerably to a screenline or corridor projected to operate at greater than the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the transit ridership on the screenline or route). In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific transit impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


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


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


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


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











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





Under existing plus project and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant pedestrian impact at a sidewalk or crosswalk location if it would cause the analysis location to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific pedestrian impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Bicycle Analysis Methodology


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


Loading Analysis Methodology


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


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


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


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:36] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [36: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.  Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



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


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


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


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


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


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


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


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:37] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [37: 	Letter to Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, OCII, from Edward D. Reiskin, Director of Transportation, SFMTA, Re: SFMTA Transit Service Plan, Enforcement Support and Capital Investment Funding for the Golden State Warriors Multipurpose Arena, dated May ??, 2015.] 



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


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with up to aapproximately  maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


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


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


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


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


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


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:38] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [38: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, May 2015. See Appendix TR.] 



Introduction


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


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


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:39] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [39: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



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


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


Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities to account for the increased availability of retail and restaurant uses at the proposed project site compared to Oracle Arena in Oakland. A summary of this data is provided in the travel demand technical memorandum included in Appendix TR. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


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


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





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











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:40] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [40: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 



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


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


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


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


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


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


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


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


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


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


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











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


Trip Distribution


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


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


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


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


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


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


Mode of Travel


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


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


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


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:41] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. Parking near the event center would be closer to, more prominent, and easier to find, and with more availability than the parking facilities near AT&T Park.  [41: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent existing Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


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


As a result of this balancing combination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 52 percent, respectively), but 3 8 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 36 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. 


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall percentage of trips shown in Table 5.2-24 as arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent) were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP (see description of the TMP above in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions).


The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was then incorporated into the assumed to be part of the proposed project as an intrinsic element of the design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan (i.e., without the incorporation of this design feature) are included at the end of this section.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Gamef


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


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


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


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


e	The overall percentage of trips arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent), highlighted in bold, were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP.


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


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


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


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












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


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


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


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


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


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


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


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






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles (i.e., assigning more vehicles to parking facilities closer to the project site and through the greatest number of study intersections). 


As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.6, and quantified in Table 5.2-69 and Table 5.2-70, it is possible that some parking facilities (such as the 450 South Street Parking Garage or UCSF parking facilities) may not be made available (e.g., permit parking after 7 p.m.) for weekday and weekend evening events at the project site. In this case, the vehicle assignment paths graphically depicted in Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F would still be applicable, except that project-generated vehicles that were assumed to park at those facilities would instead park at Lot A, or at other parking facilities outside of the study area. Thus, while in the future, more existing and planned parking facilities may have limited public access, the approach described above represents a reasonable assignment of project-generated vehicle trips to the study intersections. 


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


For conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it was assumed that the vehicles currently traveling to and from the two surface parking lots on the project site (610 parking spaces) that would be eliminated with the project would park instead at nearby garages (e.g., UCSF Third Street Garage, 450 South Street Garage), following similar travel paths to these alternate parking facilities. Thus, no vehicle assignment credit was applied to the project, and therefore the project-generated trips would be in addition to those vehicles already traveling to and from the parking facilities on the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


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






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






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









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









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









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









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









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


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


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


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


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











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:42] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:43] [42: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [43: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



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


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


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


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


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








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


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


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


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


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


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


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 63 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 17 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


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


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


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


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


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


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


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


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


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


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


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


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











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


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


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


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








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures








OCII Case No. XXXXXX	117	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-120	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-121	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


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


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








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





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


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


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


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


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


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


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


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


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


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


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


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


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


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


Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB). The San Francisco Planning Department is currently conducting the Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB) to holistically study transportation and land use alternatives within southeast San Francisco that affect the City as a whole. The RAB is made up of five distinct components of analysis: (1) Reconfigure and/or relocate portions of the Fourth/King railyard storage and maintenance functions  (service to the Fourth/King would remain), (2) Verify and/or potentially modify the proposed Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) (e.g., alignment, construction methods, etc.), (3) Create a loop track out of east side of Transbay Transit Center (TTC), (4) Replace the elevated portion of I-280 north of Mariposa or 16th Streets with a surface boulevard, similar to The Embarcadero or Octavia Boulevard, including improved circulation and connections throughout the area, and (5) Create opportunities for new public spaces, housing and jobs at the existing Caltrain railyard and along the freeway/rail alignment between Townsend and Mariposa Streets, including the potential to raise additional revenue to realize the transportation infrastructure.[footnoteRef:44]  [44:  San Francisco Planning Department, Railway Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3717 Accessed May 12, 2015.] 






The Phase I feasibility assessment of options for each of the five components is currently underway; a future Phase II alternatives development phase will focus on developing and defining alternatives from those options. A substantial amount of additional discussion and analysis is required before the details of the feasibility and potential design and removal of I-280 and construction of California’s planned high-speed rail network and related components within San Francisco are developed to a level at which that project’s effects on the transportation system in Mission Bay could be understood. If a study to determine the environmental impacts of such a project is initiated, members of the public, City, State, and Federal agencies, among others, would be given a period to provide comment on the scope of the analysis. Funding has not been secured to study these identified options beyond the Phase II alternatives development phase, or to undertake or implement any aspect of this project, and thus the project is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, the transportation analysis of 2040 cumulative conditions does not include changes to the existing I-280 or Caltrain alignments within Mission Bay, and the RAB study is described in this section for informational purposes only.


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


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


The 2040 cCumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service, and additional capacity planned by BART, AC Transit, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. The 2040 cCumulative Muni routes and Muni and regional screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


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


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:45] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and avoid reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [45: 	The SFMTA Parking and Traffic Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (The Blue Book), 8th Edition, is available online at http://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/construction-regulations. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



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


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:46]  [46: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



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






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


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








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


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


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


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


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


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site, with the greatest number occurring over a three-month period during the excavation and shoring phase (see Table 5.2-33). Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


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


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction. Construction vehicles (i.e., construction trucks and construction workers driving to and from the project site) would not substantially affect peak period intersection conditions, as the construction traffic would be less than the vehicle trips associated with operation of the project (see Impact TR-2), and because construction work schedules do not typically overlap with commute periods.


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


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, the 450 South Street Garage, and UCSF’s Third Street Garage, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses.[footnoteRef:47] . The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis. [47:  Clinical uses are considered a “secondary use” under the Mission Bay South Plan and would require a finding of consistency with the Plan by OCII.] 



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


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


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


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


[bookmark: _No_Event]



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


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












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






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






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


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete,f


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg,f


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp,f


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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


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


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:48] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [48: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


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


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-issued on-site paid parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


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


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


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event (e.g., would use I-280, U.S. 101, or Potrero Avenue instead). Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, in the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


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


Other Events


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


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


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:49] These strategies could include the following: [49: 	] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


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


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


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


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


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


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


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· If necessary to support achievement of non-auto mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall cooperate with future City efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce travel by automobile, thus improving traffic conditions.


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


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:50] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [50: 	] 



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


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


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


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


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


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


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


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


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


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


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


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


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


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 were adopted E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


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


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


_________________________


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


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



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


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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








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


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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












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


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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





No Event Scenario


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


Convention Event Scenario


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


Basketball Game Scenario 


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


Other Events


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


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


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


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


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


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


_________________________


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


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


No Event Scenario


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


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


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


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


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


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





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


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmoreb


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


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


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


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












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


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmoreb


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


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


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









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


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%








NOTE:


a 	Muni downtown screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco. 





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












Convention Event Scenario


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


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


Basketball Game Scenario


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:51] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [51: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. Available online at http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/169437.aspx.  Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



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


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


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


Other Events


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


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


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


Mitigation: Not required


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


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


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


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


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


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


_________________________


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


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


No Event Scenario


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


Convention Event Scenario


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


Basketball Game Scenario


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


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


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


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


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


Other Events


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


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


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


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


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


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


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


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


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


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


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


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


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


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


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and additional midblock queuing area on 16th Street in the vicinity of the proposed Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle stop (see Appendix TR), would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


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


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side adjacent to of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way. The exact location of the fencing (i.e., either the east side or west side of the light rail tracks) and the configuration of the fencing have not been identified.


Pedestrian Access


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


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


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


Pedestrian Demand


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


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






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


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


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


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


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


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


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


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional midblock  setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


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


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side ofalong the existing light rail right-of-way in the center of Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street near at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South[footnoteRef:52] would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.  [52:  As an example, PCOs actively manage pedestrian flows at the intersections of Third/King and Second/King prior to and following a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.] 



Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:53] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [53: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components. Available online at http://planning.sanfranciscocode.org/1.5/155.1/. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


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


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


Trucks, including semi-trailer trucks, would access the driveway to the below-grade loading area from eastbound or westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street.  A truck turnaround area would be provided at the northern portion of the below-grade loading area to allow for trucks to maneuver and back into the event center loading spaces, as well as to turn around to readily exit the project site head first onto 16th Street.  





In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.





As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


During the daytime hours when most loading activities occur, pedestrian and bicycle volumes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site are expected to be relatively low, except around midday, and truck access into and out of the below-grade loading area is not anticipated to substantially conflict with pedestrians on the sidewalk or bicyclists within the bicycle lane on the north side of 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. No Muni bus routes would operate on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and therefore truck access into and out of the project site would not affect Muni operations. The majority of event-related loading would occur in advance of events, and therefore would not overlap with pre-event or post-event vehicle, pedestrians, bicycle, and Muni Special Event Shuttles circulation on 16th Street.


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


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


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the proposed project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry A. Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan shallcould  include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street,  and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or truck loading/unloading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no truck loading/unloading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, an additional lane on the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. On Mariposa Street, if necessary, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and would operate at LOS D or better (the exception would be the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th which would change from LOS E to LOS F conditions). T, and therefore, for these reasons, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees maywould also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. If necessary, Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel on Muni’s light rail righ-of-way in the median or northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented adjacent to the curb on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. As described above, on Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections, monitoring traffic conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. 


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional approved by SMTA to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration and related signage on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


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


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





OURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, for which the Basketball Game scenario would was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These intersections areclude:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


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


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


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


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


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The four study intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2 for existing plus project conditions without an overlapping evening event, while the six intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves using the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that iIf such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. However,  But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporaryl or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


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


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise commercially reasonable best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 950 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


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


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


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


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


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


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


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


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


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during large events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, if needed, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the left-center turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


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


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


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


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:54] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [54: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


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


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


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


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


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


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


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


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


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


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


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


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


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


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


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


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


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided needed via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and associated PCOs at the intersection of Third/South could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in overcrowding on the sidewalks and light rail platforms, and may result in potentially hazardous conditions for pedestriansincreased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:55] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. The data collection methodology shall be reviewed and revised annually, if appropriate. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [55: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool. Available online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to increase by about remain 25 percent similar acompared to s for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 650 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. With the additional bicycle tripsThus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, as more drivers would have to park at off-street facilities located further away from the project site (most likely north of the Mission Creek Channel), reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements that are planned to be built as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan in the vicinity adjacent toof the project site (i.e., extension and widening of 16th Street between Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, widening of Mariposa Street, implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street) would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 cCumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project), the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:56] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder research/office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [56: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015has been initiated, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park (P22) directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 feet to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:57] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [57: 	Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project FAQ Update December 2014. Available online at http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/PeninsulaCorridorElectrificationProject.html. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


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


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


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 cCumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.






table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


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


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


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


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


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





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





[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			12.94


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetf


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 98 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/MariposaSeventh/Mississippi/16th. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at all eight intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


In addition, aAs discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at five additional study intersections during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening), Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South (weekday evening), Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.), Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening), and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening), and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, combined for all analysis peak hours, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 165 study intersections: King/Third, King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez. As noted above, the proposed project would result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to cumulative impacts at nine intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and at the eight intersections during the Saturday evening peak hour, and , and these impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 154 of the 156 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).






table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant cumulative impacteffect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63A presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, capacity on the T Third would increase over existing conditions, and capacity utilization would remain similar to existing plus project conditions.the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63A
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			Basketball GameNo Event Scenario


Inbound toOutbound from the Project Site


			Convention Event Scenario
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			3,018


			5,712


			52.8%


			3,588


			62.8%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			6,654


			56.1%


			4,306


			64.7%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour, a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent used to determine significant impactsNo Event scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni highlighted in bold. For pre-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 


b 	2040 cumulative rRidership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-63B presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for 2040 cumulative conditions for the Basketball Game scenario. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, for both weekday pre-event and post-event conditions, the capacity utilization would be less than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for events.


table 5.2-63B
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak HourS – BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO - 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			Basketball Game Scenario


Weekday Evening


Inbound to the Project Site


			Basketball Game Scenario
Weekday Late Evening 


Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			5,434


			6,028


			90.1%


			3,880


			5,046


			76.9%





			22 Fillmore


			304


			628


			48.5%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			6,877


			7,874


			87.3%


			5,034


			6,276


			80.2%








NOTES:


a 	For event conditions, a capacity utilization of 100 percent was used to determine significant impacts. 


b 	2040 cumulative ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for existing and the 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the Muni downtown screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.





By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________






Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing ConditionsNo Event


			2040 Cumulative ConditionsConvention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%





			Other lines


			  570


			1,078


			52.9%


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%





			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%


			749


			756


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%





			Balboa


			640


			929


			68.8%


			775


			974


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%





			Mission


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			4,766


			6,294


			75.7%


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%





			Other lines


			277


			700


			39.6%


			380


			840


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			19,940


			21,220


			94.0%


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			806


			1,615


			49.9%


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			23,021


			26,761


			86.0%


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			1,400


			2,817


			49.7%


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%





			Ferry


			971


			1,959


			49.6%


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			2,371


			4,776


			49.6%


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			8,686


			16,963


			51.2%


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.6%


			150


			320


			46.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0.0%


			59


			200


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			11,2373


			20,383


			55.1%


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			36,629


			51,920


			70.5%


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%








NOTES: 


a 	Muni Downtown and Regional screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco.


 a 	Muni Downtown screenlines or corridors operating at more than Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard are highlighted in bold. 


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013 and Regional and Local 2040 Cumulative Transit Screenlines for Transportation Impact Studies, March 2014. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 cCumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 cCumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cCumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 cCumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 cCumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 cCumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. 


During large events at the event center, including during overlapping events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Fourth/Mariposa, Owens/Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Owens/16th, and would prevent queues from blocking access to the UCSF Medical Center. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:58] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [58: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:59] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:60] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [59: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [60: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demanda


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








NOTE:


a	Instances where the project demand exceeds the proposed supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:61], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or by means of on-street parkingpotentially on the street.  [61: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:62] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [62: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.






table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





It should be noted that the Mission Rock Project would eliminate the existing surface parking lot (i.e., Lot A), and replace it with a combination of residential, office, and commercial uses. The Mission Rock Project would provide approximately 3,100 parking spaces on-site, including construction of a structured parking garage that would also serve patrons of AT&T Park on a parcel at the south end of Seawall Lot 337 (i.e., Parcel D), with a capacity of about 2,300 vehicle spaces (the approximate capacity of Lot A). The preliminary construction-phasing plan calls for this parking garage to be built in the first phase as to maintain the maximum number of parking spaces for SF Giants games.[footnoteRef:63]  When the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, about 1,600 vehicles (estimated at about two-thirds of the existing Lot A capacity based on the size of Parcel D as compared to the overall size of Lot A) would be accommodated in the remainder of Lot A. Under the Basketball Game scenario, between 1,500 and 2,000 attendees are estimated to park at Lot A, and, therefore, when the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, approximately 400 project-generated vehicles would seek and find parking elsewhere (such as at the 450 Fourth Street Garage and UCSF’s Third Street Parking Garage).  [63:  Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, Notice of Preparation of an EIR, December 11, 2013. Case No. 2013.0208E. Available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2013.0208E_NOA.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015. ] 



Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. The parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site without at SF Giants game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the existing areawide parking demand within the study area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was remove from the areawide parking supply.


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the areawide parking demand within the study area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was remove from the areawide parking supply.


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,319589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on those days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 


Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7071 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area. The 2040 cumulative non-residential parking supply and demand was based on data obtained from previous and ongoing studies being conducted in the Mission Bay area, including the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR and the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.


table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research, but may include up to 250,000 gsf clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand as well as improved transit service to Mission Bay in the future. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.









[bookmark: _Toc412731512]Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open on Saturdayafter hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, some of which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum currently limits parking during to a two - or four -hours, depending on the block, period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it more challenging difficult to find parking on the street. Expansion of an existing RPP area, or altering the existing time limits and/or time-of-day of enforcement for an RPP zone, is typically a resident-driven process. If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, the SFMTA would coordinate with them, and other local stakeholders, to explore alteration/expansion of Area “X” and other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open on Saturdayafter hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the unavailabilityelimination of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:64] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 (South site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [64:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:65] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [65:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:66] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [66:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:67] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [67:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008. However, it deferred approval of operation of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program (RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR. In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement. The effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operationsthat was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:68] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:69] [68:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [69:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:70] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:71] [70:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [71:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 
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UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:73] [73:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:75] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [75:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).
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Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates tThere are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad.  However, UCSF indicates it is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure.


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports.[footnoteRef:76] Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports. [76:  	It should be noted that at the time the UCSF helipad was designed, FAA AC 150/5390-2B (published September 30, 2004) was in effect.  FAA AC 150/5390-2C (published April 24, 2012) cancels FAA AC 150/5390-2B.] 



Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. As discussed above, UCSF is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure; a followup FAA airspace study and airspace determination would be required to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFT and IFR.. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



Airspace Management


FAA Order JO 7400.2K, Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, prescribes policy, criteria, guidelines, and procedures applicable to the Air Traffic (ATO) division of the FAA in regard to airspace management. The Order also prescribes the methods for conducting aeronautical studies and making determinations as to whether or not an obstruction constitutes a hazard to air navigation.


Chapter 30 of Order 7400.2K prescribes policy and guidelines for determining the potential effect of “high intensity light operations”[footnoteRef:78] on users of the national airspace system (NAS).  The Order outlines the methods by which the FAA would conduct an aeronautical study and issue a determination on the effect of a proposal to use a HIL.  FAA policy on this topic notes that consideration must be given to commercial and general aviation requirements as well as to the public right of “freedom of transit” through the airspace.  The FAA policy states that “while a sincere effort must be made to negotiate equitable solutions to conflicts over the use of the NAS for non−aviation purposes, aviation must receive primary emphasis.”  Chapter 29 of the Order also addresses the process of conducting an aeronautical study for outdoor laser operations. [78: 	A High Intensity Light (HIL) is defined in Order 7400.2K as a “lighting system other than laser designed to penetrate the navigable airspace.  A sky searchlight is an example of an HIL.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


On November 24, 2009, UCSF received a Heliport Site Approval Permit issued by the Caltrans DOA which effectively authorized helipad construction.  On September 18, 2013, UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013, which authorized startup of flight operations. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad.[footnoteRef:79]   [79: 	It is anticipated that instrument approach procedures for the private UCSF helipad would not be published for public use.  Further, it is unknown at this time whether or not the FAA would make a hazard determination for the UCSF helipad with a “private” instrument approach procedure.  However, for the purpose of this study, a conservative approach was applied in which an apparent obstruction to the helipad’s airspace was assumed to be a hazard. ] 



Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:80]  [80:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. Four cranes are anticipated to be required between months 3 through 5 of construction, and five cranes would be used starting in month 6. The maximum crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl, depending on crane and its location. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:81] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [81:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area radii of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area radii of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.


· As shown in Figure 5.2-26, one of UCSF’s alternative arrival/departure flight paths follows along the alignment of South Street.  As shown in Figure 5.2-28, while the working radii of two project construction cranes would extend over South Street, they are not located under any of the Part 77 Approach or Transitional Surfaces.  Assuming that an 8:1 “curved” Approach Surface was established along this segment of the alternate flight path and it intercepted the existing northern approach surface for a 90 degree turn[footnoteRef:82] at an elevation of approximately 250 feet msl, the minimum amount of clearance over the construction crane in the northwest corner of the project site would be approximately 44 feet; and the minimum amount of clearance over the clearance over the construction crane in the northeast corner of the project site would be approximately 64 feet.  [82: 	Curved approach/departure surfaces have not been established for the helipad.  Although FAA criteria for curved approach/departure surfaces would require a wider turn radius, this analysis assumed a tighter turn radius based on the use of existing approach/departure flight paths. ] 
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. The objective of the crane safety plan is to ensure the safe use of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad, and the safety for people residing or working in the project area during construction. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate Convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· light all construction crane structures at night (e.g., towers, arms, and suspension rods) to enhance a pilot’s ability to discern the location and height of the cranes


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower to the extent possible, rotate cranes arms away from the UCSF helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces at night and when not in use


· Issue a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) to advise pilots in the area of the presence of construction cranes at the project site.






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak, and other locations on the roof up to 126 feet agl (e.g., at southeast corner at 16th Street). Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:83],[footnoteRef:84] [83:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [84:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.
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Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 141 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Test Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof 


			149138


			Transitional Surface


			172180


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149144


			Transitional Surface


			189183


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149138


			Transitional Surface


			147141


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149138


			Transitional Surface


			206220


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Roof at TerraceSoutheast Corner


			136140


			Transitional Surface


			191148


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:85] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [85:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas, green roofs, and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Routine Lighting  Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are and shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized Lighting – The event center and/or cCertain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. HoweverBased on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not have an undue adversely impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with SFO staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation, and OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting lights that is are directed towards the UCSF helipad upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by OCII in consultation with SFO staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation and, if necessary the FAA


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the UCSF helipad landing area 


· locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-278	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision
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Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Karen Lancelle; Danielle Dowler
Subject: FW: GSW AB 900 files
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:32:52 PM


Chris and Brett; I noticed Karen just sent the ESA DeliverIt to your “onmicrosoft.com” extensions and
not your sf.gov extensions, so I am reforwarding to your sf.gov extensions
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Karen Lancelle 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:29 PM
To: Brett.Bollinger@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com; Chris.Kern@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Danielle Dowler
Subject: GSW AB 900 files
 
Hello,
 
Please find the AB 900 files, split into two folders due to file size, at the two links below. Each link is
to a zipped folder containing a portion of the AB 900 record as well as the index of the files. As long
as the index and the subfolders (such as “Draft SEIR References” and “AB 900 Documents”) are at
the same level in the same parent directory, the links in the index will work.
 
AB900_Files_1.zip


AB900_Files_2 (2).zip


 
Please let us know if you have any trouble downloading the materials. The links in this email will
work for 14 days.
 
Regards,
 
Karen Lancelle
Associate
ESA | Water
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612
510.839.5066 main | 510.839.5825 fax
klancelle@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: GSW - Final changes
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 2:58:40 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR3 LUBA.docx


ATT00001.htm


HI Brett
Per my voice mail, we updated the EIR section to reflect final City edits.  I reviewed 
Erin's edits over the phone with her, and some did not get incorprated.
Also, Joyce and I made some edits to the old MIssion Bay Mitigation Measure 
discussion in order to have air quality and transportation consistent.
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines[footnoteRef:2], and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant. [2: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity (i.e. the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest screenlines) and other parts of San Francisco and the region (i.e., the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay screenlines).] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:3], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [3: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II)[footnoteRef:4] will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street.  [4: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. A cycle track is a Class II bikeway, and is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).


Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:5] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [5: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


The 21 study intersections were selected either because they represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., King Street, Cesar Chavez Street, freeway ramp touchdown locations), are located along major street corridors serving the Mission Bay Area (e.g., Third Street, Fourth Street, Seventh Street, 16th Street, Owens Street, Mariposa Street), or are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Illinois Street), and because they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. In general, many of the same intersections were also evaluated as part of previous environmental studies that include the Mission Bay Area such as the Mission Bay SEIR (1998), UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay EIR (2008), SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project EIR (2014), and UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR (2014).[footnoteRef:6] [6: 	Mission Bay SEIR A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.771E. The Final EIR for UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay is available online at http://campusplanning.ucsf.edu/physical/RFEIRHospital.php. Final EIR for the 2014 UCSF Long Range Development Plan is available online at http://www.ucsf.edu/content/lrdp-environmental-impact-report-downloads. ] 



Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:7] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:8] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [7: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [8: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These spot-check counts were performed in order to confirm that the results of traffic analyses accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and current access to the facility is only via Fourth Street. Once the Owens Street extension is opened, most of the traffic accessing the Medical Center garage and parking lot will shift from Fourth Street to Owens Street, as it is a more direct and convenient route.


The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street and Mission Bay Boulevard from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were adopted by the City as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 related to intersections and roadways have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:9] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [9: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.


Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions (four on-ramps and two off-ramps in total). These freeway ramps were selected for analysis as they represent the regional highway facility most likely to be impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were obtained from turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network (conducted in 2013 and 2014, as described above), and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, as well as Blue & Gold, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











SOURCE: SFMTA, Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – The number of light rail vehicles per train will increase from one to two, and headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:10], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [10: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· 33 Stanyan – When the 22 Fillmore trolley bus service is extended into Mission Bay, the 33 Stanyan will be rerouted to follow the current alignment of the 22 Fillmore from Kansas Street to the route terminal on 20th Street at Third Street. 


· 58 24th Street – The 58 24th Street service will replace the alignment of the current 48 Quintara that terminates on 20th Street at Third Street when its service is realigned to serve Candlestick Point.  


Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the San Francisco Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station. 


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:11] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [11: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The Muni screenline analysis for the weekday p.m. peak hour focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region; this is because, as a major employment center, travel in downtown San Francisco during 
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In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects.[footnoteRef:12] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent for weekday peak hour analyses. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis. [12: 	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within which the proposed project would become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year. The Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the proposed project becomes operational. ] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three regional screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines (Outbound from Downtown)





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.






Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.
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Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:13] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [13: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4. Available online at http://ca.regstoday.com/law/shc/ca.regstoday.com/laws/shc/calaw-shc_DIVISION1_
CHAPTER8.aspx. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project described above, the existing bicycle lanes on 16th Street (Bicycle Route 40) between Seventh and Kansas Streets, will be relocated to 17th Street between Seventh and Kansas Streets. On 17th Street at Kansas Street, the relocated bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on the same street to the west, while at the east end, the bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on Mississippi Street that runs between Mariposa and 16th Streets.


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:14] [14: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8). The parking study area was defined to include those off-street parking facilities located within a reasonable walking distance from the project site for an event, up to 0.5 miles, with easy access from the major street corridors that provide access to the Mission Bay Area.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities






Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spaces


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered. Special event pricing is in effect for all parking meters within Mission Bay South; rates are higher for meters located closer to AT&T Park.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:15] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [15: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900. Available online at https://law.resource.org/pub/us/
code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/0-snapshots/S-44/Transportation.html. Access May 28, 2015.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games. Up to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:16] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:17] [16: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [17: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often illegally occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis. PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restriction.[footnoteRef:18]  [18: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:19] [19: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:20] [20: 	The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:21] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [21: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions. On days with a SF Giants evening game, substantially heavier pedestrian flow conditions occur to the north, away from the project site, particularly on the section of Third Street north of Mission Rock Street and on the Third Street Bridge, which is used by SF Giants game attendees as they walk between parking Lot A and AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:22] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [22: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:23] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [23:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements, unless specifically noted. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:24] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [24: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:25] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [25: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. Available online at http://sfpark.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/MissionBayParkingStrategy_July2012.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point at the south end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:26] would be installed at the following intersections: [26: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/
publications/sidewalk2/contents.cfm. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to the reconfigured Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:27] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [27: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:28] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [28: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded with more frequent service, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. The project sponsor would join the Mission Bay TMA and the project’s required contributions to the association would enable the expanded shuttle service. The additional service would enable office employees and retail visitors to access the site from key transit locations. All standard shuttle service funded in part by the proposed project would be an integrated part of the Mission Bay TMA network and would continue to be free of charge for all residents and employees in Mission Bay, regardless of their origin or destination. If the project sponsor chooses to fund incremental event-only shuttle service in partnership with the Mission Bay TMA, such service would be supported exclusively by the project sponsor and provided for the use by event attendees only. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay TMA Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			15


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015 











6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, adding a Muni Metro shuttle via The Embarcadero, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


The proposed project includes the procurement of up to four light rail vehicles to increase the Muni light rail capacity on the T Third line as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Serviceb


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (128,5000 or more attendees)c


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demandedemandg


			On demandedemandg





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandbdemandd


			On demandbdemandd





			Ferry Building/Caltrain/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandbdemandd


			On demandbdemandd





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 123,5300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demandedemandg


			On demandedemandg





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandbdemandd,ce


			On demandbdemandd,ce





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandbdemandd,df


			On demandbdemandd,df





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	The service plan by event size is representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. 


c	Service plan for large event presented for an event with 18,000 attendees.


bd	Post event, the light rail or bus shuttles would depart as soon as the vehicles are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


ce	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


df	16thth Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


eg	Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero – about three three-car trains.





SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. See Appendix TMP. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP. 


The TMP includes the appointment of a full-timen Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event center employees, event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to refinedetermine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:29] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [29: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 124,5000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar. During events with more than 124,5000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Owens Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street








[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street (i.e., about 140 vehicles during the late evening peak hour). On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard; and bicyclists would be permitted with some on-street controls. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit and bicyclists, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged directed to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted) and the Third Street bridge is congested following a SF Giant game, event center attendees would generally be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the west and north via Seventh Street. Some vehicles, depending on where they have parked, would access Seventh Street via Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:30] [30: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/cashout/cashout_guide_0809.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Encourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center employees:


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only.


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:31][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [31: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards for events that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back from the eastbound left turn lane on 16th Street into the intersection with Third Street.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:32] following an event, if desired.  [32: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:33] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [33: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game of the same attendance level. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents maximum impact conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Under existing plus project conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at a signalized intersection if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes was reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F).


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to delays at intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. The increases in project-related vehicle trips were reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether these increases would contribute considerably to the critical movements (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F). 


Under existing plus project conditions and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at an unsignalized intersection if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:34] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. [34: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a signalized or unsignalized intersection under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


For freeway ramp merge and diverge analyses, the proposed project was determined to have a significant impact on ramp operations if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes on the ramp was reviewed to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp).


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. For ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a ramp under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). The weekday p.m. peak hour coincides with the peak evening commute period, and with the time when most employees at the site would be departing work.


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). The weekday evening peak hour coincides with the period when most attendees would be traveling to the event center for a weekday evening event. 


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). The weekday late evening peak hour coincides with the period when attendees would be leaving the event center following a weekday evening event. 


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). The Saturday evening peak hour coincides with the period when most attendees would be traveling to the event center for a Saturday evening event. 


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. (As explained below, both of these projects have been approved and are funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.) For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:35]  [35: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



The proposed project was determined to have a significant transit impact if project-generated transit trips would cause downtown or regional screenlines, and, where applicable, directly affected routes, operating at less than its capacity utilization standard under existing conditions, to operate at more than capacity utilization standard. For Muni, the capacity utilization standard is 85 percent for conditions without an event at the project site, and 100 percent for conditions with an event at the project site. For regional operators, the capacity utilization standard is 100 percent for conditions without and with an event at the project site. 


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant cumulative impact if its implementation would cause the capacity utilization at the Muni and regional screenlines and/or corridors within the screenlines to exceed the capacity utilization standard noted above for conditions without and with an event at the project site, or if its implementation would contribute considerably to a screenline or corridor projected to operate at greater than the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the transit ridership on the screenline or route). In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific transit impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Under existing plus project and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant pedestrian impact at a sidewalk or crosswalk location if it would cause the analysis location to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific pedestrian impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:36] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [36: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:37] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [37: 	Letter to Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, OCII, from Edward D. Reiskin, Director of Transportation, SFMTA, Re: SFMTA Transit Service Plan, Enforcement Support and Capital Investment Funding for the Golden State Warriors Multipurpose Arena, dated May 15, 2015.] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with up to approximately 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendees) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:38] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [38: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, May 2015. See Appendix TR.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 


However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. See Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:39] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [39: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities to account for the increased availability of retail and restaurant uses at the proposed project site compared to Oracle Arena in Oakland. A summary of this data is provided in the travel demand technical memorandum included in Appendix TR. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:40] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [40: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 



The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. Some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.


Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.


The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in 
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, TNC vehicles, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, taxis, and TNC vehicles. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:41] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. Parking near the event center would be closer to, more prominent, and easier to find, and with more availability than the parking facilities near AT&T Park.  [41: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only existing Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed to operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, thereby providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the potential for some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up passengers.


As a result of this combination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 52 percent, respectively), but 8 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 36 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. 


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall percentage of trips shown in Table 5.2-24 as arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent) were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP (see description of the TMP above in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions).


The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was then incorporated into the proposed project as an intrinsic element of the design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan (i.e., without the incorporation of this design feature) are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Gamef


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNC vehicles, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


e	The overall percentage of trips arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent), highlighted in bold, were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC vehicles, or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekday with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.


Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles (i.e., assigning more vehicles to parking facilities closer to the project site and through the greatest number of study intersections). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.6, and quantified in Table 5.2-69 and Table 5.2-70, it is possible that some parking facilities (such as the 450 South Street Parking Garage or UCSF parking facilities) may not be made available (e.g., permit parking after 7 p.m.) for weekday and weekend evening events at the project site. In this case, the vehicle assignment paths graphically depicted in Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F would still be applicable, except that project-generated vehicles that were assumed to park at those facilities would instead park at Lot A, or at other parking facilities outside of the study area. Thus, while in the future, more existing and planned parking facilities may have limited public access, the approach described above represents a reasonable assignment of project-generated vehicle trips to the study intersections. 


As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


For conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it was assumed that the vehicles currently traveling to and from the two surface parking lots on the project site (610 parking spaces) that would be eliminated with the project would park instead at nearby garages (e.g., UCSF Third Street Garage, 450 South Street Garage), following similar travel paths to these alternate parking facilities. Thus, no vehicle assignment credit was applied to the project, and therefore the project-generated trips would be in addition to those vehicles already traveling to and from the parking facilities on the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 


Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:42] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:43] [42: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [43: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.















No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 63 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 17 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin and destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-106	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-105	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNC vehicles, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-106	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-107	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures








OCII Case No. XXXXXX	117	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-108	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-107	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB). The San Francisco Planning Department is currently conducting the Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB) to holistically study transportation and land use alternatives within southeast San Francisco that affect the City as a whole. The RAB is made up of five distinct components of analysis: (1) Reconfigure and/or relocate portions of the Fourth/King railyard storage and maintenance functions (service to the Fourth/King would remain), (2) Verify and/or potentially modify the proposed Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) (e.g., alignment, construction methods, etc.), (3) Create a loop track out of east side of Transbay Transit Center (TTC), (4) Replace the elevated portion of I-280 north of Mariposa or 16th Streets with a surface boulevard, similar to The Embarcadero or Octavia Boulevard, including improved circulation and connections throughout the area, and (5) Create opportunities for new public spaces, housing and jobs at the existing Caltrain railyard and along the freeway/rail alignment between Townsend and Mariposa Streets, including the potential to raise additional revenue to realize the transportation infrastructure.[footnoteRef:44] [44: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Railway Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3717 Accessed May 12, 2015.] 



The Phase I feasibility assessment of options for each of the five components is currently underway; a future Phase II alternatives development phase will focus on developing and defining alternatives from those options. A substantial amount of additional discussion and analysis is required before the details of the feasibility and potential design and removal of I-280 and construction of California’s planned high-speed rail network and related components within San Francisco are developed to a level at which that project’s effects on the transportation system in Mission Bay could be understood. If a study to determine the environmental impacts of such a project is initiated, members of the public, City, State, and Federal agencies, among others, would be given a period to provide comment on the scope of the analysis. Funding has not been secured to study these identified options beyond the Phase II alternatives development phase, or to undertake or implement any aspect of this project, and thus the project is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, the transportation analysis of 2040 cumulative conditions does not include changes to the existing I-280 or Caltrain alignments within Mission Bay, and the RAB study is described in this section for informational purposes only.


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service, and additional capacity planned by BART, AC Transit, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. The 2040 cumulative Muni routes and Muni and regional screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 cumulative conditions. The 2040 cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includes additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:45] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and avoid impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [45: 	The SFMTA Parking and Traffic Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (The Blue Book), 8th Edition, is available online at http://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/construction-regulations. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:46] [46: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.


The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period.


Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site, with the greatest number occurring over a three-month period during the excavation and shoring phase (see Table 5.2-33). Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction. Construction vehicles (i.e., construction trucks and construction workers driving to and from the project site) would not substantially affect peak period intersection conditions, as the construction traffic would be less than the vehicle trips associated with operation of the project (see Impact TR-2), and because construction work schedules do not typically overlap with peak commute periods.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, the 450 South Street Garage, and UCSF’s Third Street Garage, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses.[footnoteRef:47] The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis. [47:  Clinical uses are considered a “secondary use” under the Mission Bay South Plan and would require a finding of consistency with the Plan by OCII.] 



The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project vicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete,f


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg,f


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp,f


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:48] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [48: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario. For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F. These changes would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event (e.g., would use I-280, U.S. 101, or Potrero Avenue instead). Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in the LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans). These strategies could include the following:


Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders, and to cooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and travel by non-auto modes is encouraged.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery and TNC vehicles could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into its platforms used to disseminate information to the publica smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· If necessary to support achievement of non-auto mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall cooperate with future City efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce travel by automobile, thus improving traffic conditions.


· The project sponsor to seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate as a member of the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) and to notify at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics following signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains, and increased ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, and 47e – 47i, and E.49 were adopted to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are assumed to be part of applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, and 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.


No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Potential demand-oriented measures to that could be applied to improve operations at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would involve reducing the traffic volumes on westbound I-80 by increasing tolls on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, or other means, such as mainline traffic metering at the toll plaza in Oakland. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact. The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmoreb


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmoreb


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


a 	For No Event scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. For pre-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%








NOTE:


a 	Muni downtown screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators.


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:49] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [49: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. Available online at http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/169437.aspx. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from a fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk at South Street across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional approved by SFMTA. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the need for and feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and additional midblock queuing area on 16th Street in the vicinity of the proposed Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle stop (see Appendix TR), would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed adjacent to the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way. The exact location of the fencing (i.e., either the east side or west side of the light rail tracks) and the configuration of the fencing have not been identified.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015






table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional midblock setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street to provide for midblock queuing area in the vicinity of the proposed Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle stop, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing along the existing light rail right-of-way in the center of Third Street to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street near Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South[footnoteRef:50] would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.  [50:  As an example, PCOs actively manage pedestrian flows at the intersections of Third/King and Second/King prior to and following a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.] 



Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:51] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [51: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components. Available online at http://planning.sanfranciscocode.org/1.5/155.1/. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


Trucks, including semi-trailer trucks, would access the driveway to the below-grade loading area from eastbound or westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street. A truck turnaround area would be provided at the northern portion of the below-grade loading area to allow for trucks to maneuver and back into the event center loading spaces, as well as to turn around to readily exit the project site head first onto 16th Street. 


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


During the daytime hours when most loading activities occur, pedestrian and bicycle volumes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site are expected to be relatively low, except around midday, and truck access into and out of the below-grade loading area is not anticipated to substantially conflict with pedestrians on the sidewalk or bicyclists within the bicycle lane on the north side of 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. No Muni bus routes would operate on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and therefore truck access into and out of the project site would not affect Muni operations. The majority of event-related loading would occur in advance of events, and therefore would not overlap with pre-event or post-event vehicle, pedestrians, bicycle, and Muni Special Event Shuttles circulation on 16th Street.


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the proposed project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry A. Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan shall include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or truck loading/unloading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no truck loading/unloading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, an additional lane on the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. On Mariposa Street, if necessary, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and would operate at LOS D or better (the exception would be the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th which would change from LOS E to LOS F conditions). Therefore, for these reasons, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees may also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. If necessary, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel on Muni’s light rail right-of-way in the median or northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented adjacent to the curb on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. As described above, on Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections, monitoring traffic conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. 


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional approved by SMTA to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration and related signage on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





OURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These intersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday p.m., weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The four study intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2 for existing plus project conditions without an overlapping evening event, while the six intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves using off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providing shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise commercially reasonable efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start within 60 minutes of the start (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. 


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 950 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during large events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, if needed, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the left-center turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.


table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:52] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [52: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional Caltrain and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be needed via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and associated PCOs at the intersection of Third/South could result in overcrowding on the sidewalks and light rail platforms, and may result in potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:53] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. The data collection methodology shall be reviewed and revised annually, if appropriate. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [53: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool. Available online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street midblock, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to increase by about 25 percent compared to conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 60 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. With the additional bicycle trips, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, as more drivers would have to park at off-street facilities located further away from the project site (most likely north of the Mission Creek Channel), reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements that are planned to be built as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan in the vicinity of the project site (i.e., extension and widening of 16th Street between Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, widening of Mariposa Street, implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street) would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts 
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assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.


As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project), the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:54] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder research/office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [54: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 has been initiated, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park (P22) directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 feet to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:55] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [55: 	Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project FAQ Update December 2014. Available online at http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/PeninsulaCorridorElectrificationProject.html. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 9 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at all eight intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions.






table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			12.4


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetf


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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In addition, as discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at five additional study intersections during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening), Third/South (weekday evening), Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.), Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening), and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening), and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, combined for all analysis peak hours, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 16 study intersections: King/Third, King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez. As noted above, the proposed project would result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to cumulative impacts at nine intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and at the eight intersections during the Saturday evening peak hour, and these impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 15 of the 16 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at 


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63A presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, capacity on the T Third would increase over existing conditions, and capacity utilization would remain similar to existing plus project conditions. For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63A
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			No Event Scenario


Outbound from the Project Site


			Convention Event Scenario
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			3,018


			5,712


			52.8%


			3,588


			62.8%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			6,654


			56.1%


			4,306


			64.7%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour, a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent used to determine significant impacts. 


b 	2040 cumulative ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-63B presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for 2040 cumulative conditions for the Basketball Game scenario. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, for both weekday pre-event and post-event conditions, the capacity utilization would be less than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for events.


table 5.2-63B
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak HourS – BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO - 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			Basketball Game Scenario


Weekday Evening


Inbound to the Project Site


			Basketball Game Scenario
Weekday Late Evening 


Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			5,434


			6,028


			90.1%


			3,880


			5,046


			76.9%





			22 Fillmore


			304


			628


			48.5%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			6,877


			7,874


			87.3%


			5,034


			6,276


			80.2%








NOTES:


a 	For event conditions, a capacity utilization of 100 percent was used to determine significant impacts. 


b 	2040 cumulative ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the Muni downtown screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________






Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing Conditions


			2040 Cumulative Conditions





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization 


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%





			Other lines


			 570


			1,078


			52.9%


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%





			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%


			749


			756


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%





			Balboa


			640


			929


			68.8%


			775


			974


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%





			Mission


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			4,766


			6,294


			75.7%


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%





			Other lines


			277


			700


			39.6%


			380


			840


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			19,940


			21,220


			94.0%


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			806


			1,615


			49.9%


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			23,021


			26,761


			86.0%


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			1,400


			2,817


			49.7%


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%





			Ferry


			971


			1,959


			49.6%


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			2,371


			4,776


			49.6%


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			8,686


			16,963


			51.2%


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.6%


			150


			320


			46.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0.0%


			59


			200


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			11,2373


			20,383


			55.1%


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			36,629


			51,920


			70.5%


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%








NOTES: 


a 	Muni Downtown and Regional screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco.


 a 	Muni Downtown screenlines or corridors operating at more than Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard are highlighted in bold. 


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013 and Regional and Local 2040 Cumulative Transit Screenlines for Transportation Impact Studies, March 2014. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 








Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTE:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)






table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. 


During large events at the event center, including during overlapping events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Fourth/Mariposa, Owens/Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Owens/16th, and would prevent queues from blocking access to the UCSF Medical Center. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:56] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [56: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:57] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:58] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors to access the garage. [57: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [58: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demanda


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








NOTE:


a	Instances where the project demand exceeds the proposed supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:59], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or by means of on-street parking.  [59: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:60] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [60: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain 


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


It should be noted that the Mission Rock Project would eliminate the existing surface parking lot (i.e., Lot A), and replace it with a combination of residential, office, and commercial uses. The Mission Rock Project would provide approximately 3,100 parking spaces on-site, including construction of a structured parking garage that would also serve patrons of AT&T Park on a parcel at the south end of Seawall Lot 337 (i.e., Parcel D), with a capacity of about 2,300 vehicle spaces (the approximate capacity of Lot A). The preliminary construction-phasing plan calls for this parking garage to be built in the first phase as to maintain the maximum number of parking spaces for SF Giants games.[footnoteRef:61] When the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, about 1,600 vehicles (estimated at about two-thirds of the existing Lot A capacity based on the size of Parcel D as compared to the overall size of Lot A) would be accommodated in the remainder of Lot A. Under the Basketball Game scenario, between 1,500 and 2,000 attendees are estimated to park at Lot A, and, therefore, when the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, approximately 400 project-generated vehicles would seek and find parking elsewhere (such as at the 450 Fourth Street Garage and UCSF’s Third Street Parking Garage).  [61: 	Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, Notice of Preparation of an EIR, December 11, 2013. Case No. 2013.0208E. Available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2013.0208E_NOA.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015. ] 



Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. The parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site without at SF Giants game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the existing areawide parking demand within the study 


table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was remove from the areawide parking supply.


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, residents can request to establish a new or expand existing RPP Area “X” through the SFMTA. They may also explore other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, adding parking meters at key locations, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, Tthe parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the areawide parking demand within the study area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was removed from the areawide parking supply.


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,319)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions.


However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on those days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 


Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.






On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 70 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area. The 2040 cumulative non-residential parking supply and demand was based on data obtained from previous and ongoing studies being conducted in the Mission Bay area, including the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR and the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.


The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand as well as improved transit service to Mission Bay in the future. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research, but may include up to 250,000 gsf clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities open on Saturday


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, some of which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (currently limits parking to two or four hours, depending on the block, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it more challenging to find parking on the street. Expansion of an existing RPP area, or altering the existing time limits and/or time-of-day of enforcement for an RPP zone, is typically a resident-driven process. As noted above, iIf residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, residents can request to establish a new or expand existing RPP Area “X” through the SFMTA. would coordinate with them, and other local stakeholders, to explore alteration/expansion of Area “X” and They may also explore other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, adding parking meters at key locations, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall has been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing 


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that open on Saturday


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:62] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 (South site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [62:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:63] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [63:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:64] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [64:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:65] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [65:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008. However, it deferred approval of operation of the helipad until the development of a residential sound reduction program (RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR. In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement. The effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operations.[footnoteRef:66] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [66:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [67:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR[footnoteRef:68] (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. [68:  	UCSF, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR, November 20, 2014, SCH No. 2103092047.] 



[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:69] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:70] [69:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [70:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The 



Insert Figure 5.2-26






helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:71] [71:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 



UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:72] [72:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:74] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [74:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 




Insert Figure 5.2-27



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).


Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. There are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad.  However, UCSF indicates it is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure.


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports.[footnoteRef:75] Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports. [75:  	It should be noted that at the time the UCSF helipad was designed, FAA AC 150/5390-2B (published September 30, 2004) was in effect.  FAA AC 150/5390-2C (published April 24, 2012) cancels FAA AC 150/5390-2B.] 



Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. As discussed above, UCSF is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure; a followup FAA airspace study and airspace determination would be required to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFT and IFR.


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



Airspace Management


FAA Order JO 7400.2K, Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, prescribes policy, criteria, guidelines, and procedures applicable to the Air Traffic (ATO) division of the FAA in regard to airspace management. The Order also prescribes the methods for conducting aeronautical studies and making determinations as to whether or not an obstruction constitutes a hazard to air navigation.


Chapter 30 of Order 7400.2K prescribes policy and guidelines for determining the potential effect of “high intensity light operations”[footnoteRef:77] on users of the national airspace system (NAS).  The Order outlines the methods by which the FAA would conduct an aeronautical study and issue a determination on the effect of a proposal to use a HIL.  FAA policy on this topic notes that consideration must be given to commercial and general aviation requirements as well as to the public right of “freedom of transit” through the airspace.  The FAA policy states that “while a sincere effort must be made to negotiate equitable solutions to conflicts over the use of the NAS for non−aviation purposes, aviation must receive primary emphasis.”  Chapter 29 of the Order also addresses the process of conducting an aeronautical study for outdoor laser operations. [77: 	A High Intensity Light (HIL) is defined in Order 7400.2K as a “lighting system other than laser designed to penetrate the navigable airspace.  A sky searchlight is an example of an HIL.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


On November 24, 2009, UCSF received a Heliport Site Approval Permit issued by the Caltrans DOA which effectively authorized helipad construction.  On September 18, 2013, UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans DOA, which authorized startup of flight operations. 


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad.[footnoteRef:78]   [78: 	It is anticipated that instrument approach procedures for the private UCSF helipad would not be published for public use.  Further, it is unknown at this time whether or not the FAA would make a hazard determination for the UCSF helipad with a “private” instrument approach procedure.  However, for the purpose of this study, a conservative approach was applied in which an apparent obstruction to the helipad’s airspace was assumed to be a hazard. ] 



Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:79]  [79:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. Four cranes are anticipated to be required between months 3 through 5 of construction, and five cranes would be used starting in month 6 and used through to approximately to the end of construction period. The maximum crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl, depending on crane and its location. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:80] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [80:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working radii of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working radii of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.


· As shown in Figure 5.2-26, one of UCSF’s alternative arrival/departure flight paths follows along the alignment of South Street.  As shown in Figure 5.2-28, while the working radii of two project construction cranes would extend over South Street, they are not located under any of the Part 77 Approach or Transitional Surfaces.  Assuming that an 8:1 “curved” Approach Surface was established along this segment of the alternate flight path and it intercepted the existing northern approach surface for a 90 degree turn[footnoteRef:81] at an elevation of approximately 250 feet msl, the minimum amount of clearance over the construction crane in the northwest corner of the project site would be approximately 44 feet; and the minimum amount of clearance over the clearance over the construction crane in the northeast corner of the project site would be approximately 64 feet.  [81: 	Curved approach/departure surfaces have not been established for the helipad.  Although FAA criteria for curved approach/departure surfaces would require a wider turn radius, this analysis assumed a tighter turn radius based on the use of existing approach/departure flight paths. ] 
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. The objective of the crane safety plan is to ensure the safe use of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad, and the safety for people residing or working in the project area during construction. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan shall include, but may not limited to the following measures:


· Convey project crane activity schedule to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized.


· Use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces.


· Light all construction crane structures at night (e.g., towers, arms, and suspension rods) to enhance a pilot’s ability to discern the location and height of the cranes.


· Inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces.


· Use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur.


· Issue a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) to advise pilots in the area of the presence of construction cranes at the project site.


Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak, and other locations on the roof up to 126 feet agl (e.g., at southeast corner at 16th Street). Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:82],[footnoteRef:83] [82:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [83:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.
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Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 141 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Test Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof 


			138


			Transitional Surface


			180


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			144


			Transitional Surface


			183


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			138


			Transitional Surface


			141


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			138


			Transitional Surface


			220


			--





			12


			Event Center Roof at Southeast Corner


			140


			Transitional Surface


			148


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:84] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [84:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas, green roofs, and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Routine Lighting  Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted and shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized Lighting – The event center and/or certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. 


Based on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not have an undue impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with San Francisco International Airport (SFO) staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation, and OCII (or its designated representative), and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures shall include, but may not be limited to the following:


· prohibit the use of high-intensity lights that are directed towards the UCSF helipad 


· prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by OCII in consultation with SFO staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation and, if necessary the FAA


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the UCSF helipad landing area locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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This what you are looking for?
 
 
Mission Bay Design Process
 
The Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), through the Design
Review and Document Approval Procedure (“DRDAP”), and the Interagency Cooperation
Agreement (“ICA”) between the OCII and City departments establish the protocols for
development approvals in Mission Bay South. Under these agreements, the Master
Developer, or a third party developer, is required to submit its overall plans for development
in “Major Phases” of one or more land use blocks.  
 
As specified in the OPA, Major Phase submissions provide information on proposed land
uses and intensities of development, height, bulk, and massing of future buildings, location
and general design of open space, and the subdivision of blocks into building parcels. Each
Major Phase application must also specify the required infrastructure improvements to be
built in association with the blocks, including street and utility construction and streetscape
improvements.  The Major Phase submission must be consistent with the South Plan, the
Design for Development, the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and other Plan
documents.  The Commission on Investment and Infrastructure (“Commission”) approves
each Major Phase, and prior to approval, a Major Phase is referred to the Planning
Department for review and comment.
 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design (“Schematic Design”) applications for
individual development projects within a Major Phase are submitted to the Commission for
review following Major Phase approval and must be consistent with the requirements
established for each Major Phase.  Schematic Designs are submitted for individual buildings
and move from the massing/bulk studies of a Major Phase, to actual building design,
showing exterior finishes.  As with a Major Phase, all Schematic Designs are referred to the
Planning Department for review and comment.  If a commercial building is requesting Prop
M office allocation, per the South Plan, the Planning Commission approval for the design is
also required.
 
Once a Schematic Design is complete, the design of a building continues through the Design
Development and Construction Drawing stage at OCII staff level.  As long as the design is
consistent with the approved Schematic Design, no additional Commission approval is
required.
 
There were two previously approved Major Phases for Blocks 29 to 32. The first Major Phase
for these blocks was approved by the former Redevelopment Commission, for a prior owner,
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Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”), on June 20, 2006 (Resolution No. 84-2006).  ARE
did not develop the blocks and sold them, along with Blocks 26 (Parcel 1), 27 (Parcel 1), 33
and 34 to salesforce.com.  Salesforce.com then proposed an alternative Major Phase for its
entire campus, including Blocks 26 (Parcel 1), 27 (Parcel 1), and 29 to 34, which was
approved by the former Redevelopment Commission on September 20, 2011 (Resolution No.
97-2011), and which supplanted the previous ARE Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32.  Two
Schematic Designs were also approved for Blocks 30 and 32 while under the ownership of
ARE, and Salesforce.com was in the process of getting approval for Schematic Designs in
2012 for all four blocks prior to its decision to direct its growth in another portion of San
Francisco.
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:40 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: RE: Alternatives Section
 
Hi Catherine,
I just left you a voicemail asking if you could provide some language explaining what OCII’s
entitlement process would be for the no project alternative. This was Sarah’s only major comment
on Alternatives (she thinks we need to provide a more complete explanation of why it’s reasonable
to assume the no project alternative is the likely outcome of not building the Warriors project in
Mission Bay).
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT)
Subject: Alternatives Section
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Hey all - Attached is the Alternatives section with my limited comments (did not have any
comments on the variant section).  One question I had was whether the Piers 30-32
alternative should be tied up with the No Project Alternative when analyzing impacts since
the reality would be that the No Alternative would happen in the even the Piers 30-32 did.
 Not sure if that is just complicating things more than CEQA requires.
 
Thanks for the all great work!
 
Catherine








From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: RE: Alternatives Section
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:40:22 AM


Hi Catherine,
I just left you a voicemail asking if you could provide some language explaining what OCII’s
entitlement process would be for the no project alternative. This was Sarah’s only major comment
on Alternatives (she thinks we need to provide a more complete explanation of why it’s reasonable
to assume the no project alternative is the likely outcome of not building the Warriors project in
Mission Bay).
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT)
Subject: Alternatives Section
 
Hey all - Attached is the Alternatives section with my limited comments (did not have any
comments on the variant section).  One question I had was whether the Piers 30-32
alternative should be tied up with the No Project Alternative when analyzing impacts since
the reality would be that the No Alternative would happen in the even the Piers 30-32 did.
 Not sure if that is just complicating things more than CEQA requires.
 
Thanks for the all great work!
 
Catherine
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: GSW - Final changes
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 2:58:40 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR3 LUBA.docx


ATT00001.htm


HI Brett
Per my voice mail, we updated the EIR section to reflect final City edits.  I reviewed 
Erin's edits over the phone with her, and some did not get incorprated.
Also, Joyce and I made some edits to the old MIssion Bay Mitigation Measure 
discussion in order to have air quality and transportation consistent.
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines[footnoteRef:2], and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant. [2: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity (i.e. the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest screenlines) and other parts of San Francisco and the region (i.e., the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay screenlines).] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:3], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [3: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II)[footnoteRef:4] will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street.  [4: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. A cycle track is a Class II bikeway, and is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).


Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:5] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [5: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


The 21 study intersections were selected either because they represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., King Street, Cesar Chavez Street, freeway ramp touchdown locations), are located along major street corridors serving the Mission Bay Area (e.g., Third Street, Fourth Street, Seventh Street, 16th Street, Owens Street, Mariposa Street), or are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Illinois Street), and because they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. In general, many of the same intersections were also evaluated as part of previous environmental studies that include the Mission Bay Area such as the Mission Bay SEIR (1998), UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay EIR (2008), SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project EIR (2014), and UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR (2014).[footnoteRef:6] [6: 	Mission Bay SEIR A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.771E. The Final EIR for UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay is available online at http://campusplanning.ucsf.edu/physical/RFEIRHospital.php. Final EIR for the 2014 UCSF Long Range Development Plan is available online at http://www.ucsf.edu/content/lrdp-environmental-impact-report-downloads. ] 



Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:7] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:8] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [7: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [8: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These spot-check counts were performed in order to confirm that the results of traffic analyses accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and current access to the facility is only via Fourth Street. Once the Owens Street extension is opened, most of the traffic accessing the Medical Center garage and parking lot will shift from Fourth Street to Owens Street, as it is a more direct and convenient route.


The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street and Mission Bay Boulevard from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were adopted by the City as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 related to intersections and roadways have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:9] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [9: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.


Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions (four on-ramps and two off-ramps in total). These freeway ramps were selected for analysis as they represent the regional highway facility most likely to be impacted by traffic generated by the proposed project. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were obtained from turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network (conducted in 2013 and 2014, as described above), and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, as well as Blue & Gold, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











SOURCE: SFMTA, Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – The number of light rail vehicles per train will increase from one to two, and headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:10], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [10: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· 33 Stanyan – When the 22 Fillmore trolley bus service is extended into Mission Bay, the 33 Stanyan will be rerouted to follow the current alignment of the 22 Fillmore from Kansas Street to the route terminal on 20th Street at Third Street. 


· 58 24th Street – The 58 24th Street service will replace the alignment of the current 48 Quintara that terminates on 20th Street at Third Street when its service is realigned to serve Candlestick Point.  


Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the San Francisco Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station. 


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:11] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [11: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit ridership to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The Muni screenline analysis for the weekday p.m. peak hour focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region; this is because, as a major employment center, travel in downtown San Francisco during 


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects.[footnoteRef:12] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent for weekday peak hour analyses. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis. [12: 	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within which the proposed project would become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year. The Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the proposed project becomes operational. ] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three regional screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines (Outbound from Downtown)





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.






Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:13] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [13: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4. Available online at http://ca.regstoday.com/law/shc/ca.regstoday.com/laws/shc/calaw-shc_DIVISION1_
CHAPTER8.aspx. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project described above, the existing bicycle lanes on 16th Street (Bicycle Route 40) between Seventh and Kansas Streets, will be relocated to 17th Street between Seventh and Kansas Streets. On 17th Street at Kansas Street, the relocated bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on the same street to the west, while at the east end, the bicycle lane will connect with the existing bicycle lane on Mississippi Street that runs between Mariposa and 16th Streets.


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:14] [14: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8). The parking study area was defined to include those off-street parking facilities located within a reasonable walking distance from the project site for an event, up to 0.5 miles, with easy access from the major street corridors that provide access to the Mission Bay Area.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities






Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spaces


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered. Special event pricing is in effect for all parking meters within Mission Bay South; rates are higher for meters located closer to AT&T Park.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:15] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [15: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900. Available online at https://law.resource.org/pub/us/
code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/0-snapshots/S-44/Transportation.html. Access May 28, 2015.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games. Up to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:16] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:17] [16: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [17: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often illegally occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis. PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restriction.[footnoteRef:18]  [18: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:19] [19: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:20] [20: 	The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:21] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [21: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions. On days with a SF Giants evening game, substantially heavier pedestrian flow conditions occur to the north, away from the project site, particularly on the section of Third Street north of Mission Rock Street and on the Third Street Bridge, which is used by SF Giants game attendees as they walk between parking Lot A and AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:22] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [22: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:23] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [23:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements, unless specifically noted. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:24] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [24: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:25] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [25: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. Available online at http://sfpark.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/MissionBayParkingStrategy_July2012.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point at the south end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:26] would be installed at the following intersections: [26: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/
publications/sidewalk2/contents.cfm. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to the reconfigured Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:27] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [27: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:28] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [28: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded with more frequent service, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. The project sponsor would join the Mission Bay TMA and the project’s required contributions to the association would enable the expanded shuttle service. The additional service would enable office employees and retail visitors to access the site from key transit locations. All standard shuttle service funded in part by the proposed project would be an integrated part of the Mission Bay TMA network and would continue to be free of charge for all residents and employees in Mission Bay, regardless of their origin or destination. If the project sponsor chooses to fund incremental event-only shuttle service in partnership with the Mission Bay TMA, such service would be supported exclusively by the project sponsor and provided for the use by event attendees only. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay TMA Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			15


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015 











6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, adding a Muni Metro shuttle via The Embarcadero, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


The proposed project includes the procurement of up to four light rail vehicles to increase the Muni light rail capacity on the T Third line as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. 
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Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Serviceb


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (128,5000 or more attendees)c


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demandedemandg


			On demandedemandg





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandbdemandd


			On demandbdemandd





			Ferry Building/Caltrain/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandbdemandd


			On demandbdemandd





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 123,5300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero


			--


			--


			On demandedemandg


			On demandedemandg





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandbdemandd,ce


			On demandbdemandd,ce





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandbdemandd,df


			On demandbdemandd,df





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	The service plan by event size is representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. 


c	Service plan for large event presented for an event with 18,000 attendees.


bd	Post event, the light rail or bus shuttles would depart as soon as the vehicles are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


ce	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


df	16thth Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


eg	Muni Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero – about three three-car trains.





SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. See Appendix TMP. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP. 


The TMP includes the appointment of a full-timen Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event center employees, event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to refinedetermine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:29] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [29: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 124,5000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar. During events with more than 124,5000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Owens Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street
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PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street (i.e., about 140 vehicles during the late evening peak hour). On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard; and bicyclists would be permitted with some on-street controls. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit and bicyclists, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged directed to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted) and the Third Street bridge is congested following a SF Giant game, event center attendees would generally be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the west and north via Seventh Street. Some vehicles, depending on where they have parked, would access Seventh Street via Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:30] [30: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/cashout/cashout_guide_0809.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Encourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center employees:


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only.


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:31][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [31: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards for events that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). The performance standard is based on the mode of travel results shown in Table 5.2-24 in Section 5.2.5.3, Approach to Analysis. 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back from the eastbound left turn lane on 16th Street into the intersection with Third Street.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:32] following an event, if desired.  [32: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:33] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [33: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game of the same attendance level. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents maximum impact conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Under existing plus project conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at a signalized intersection if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes was reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F).


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause an intersection operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or intersections operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At signalized intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to delays at intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. The increases in project-related vehicle trips were reviewed at the critical movements to determine whether these increases would contribute considerably to the critical movements (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes at the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F). 


Under existing plus project conditions and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant traffic impact at an unsignalized intersection if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:34] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. [34: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a signalized or unsignalized intersection under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


For freeway ramp merge and diverge analyses, the proposed project was determined to have a significant impact on ramp operations if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better under existing conditions to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E under existing conditions to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. At ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing plus project conditions, the change in traffic volumes on the ramp was reviewed to determine whether a resulting increase in traffic volumes would contribute considerably to unacceptable levels of service (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp).


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was also determined to have a significant cumulative impact if it would cause a ramp operating at LOS D or better to operate at LOS E or LOS F, or a ramp operating at LOS E to deteriorate to LOS F conditions. For ramps that operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions and would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions, the proposed project would have a significant impact if it would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the traffic volumes on the ramp. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific traffic impact at a ramp under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). The weekday p.m. peak hour coincides with the peak evening commute period, and with the time when most employees at the site would be departing work.


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). The weekday evening peak hour coincides with the period when most attendees would be traveling to the event center for a weekday evening event. 


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). The weekday late evening peak hour coincides with the period when attendees would be leaving the event center following a weekday evening event. 


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). The Saturday evening peak hour coincides with the period when most attendees would be traveling to the event center for a Saturday evening event. 


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. (As explained below, both of these projects have been approved and are funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.) For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:35]  [35: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



The proposed project was determined to have a significant transit impact if project-generated transit trips would cause downtown or regional screenlines, and, where applicable, directly affected routes, operating at less than its capacity utilization standard under existing conditions, to operate at more than capacity utilization standard. For Muni, the capacity utilization standard is 85 percent for conditions without an event at the project site, and 100 percent for conditions with an event at the project site. For regional operators, the capacity utilization standard is 100 percent for conditions without and with an event at the project site. 


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant cumulative impact if its implementation would cause the capacity utilization at the Muni and regional screenlines and/or corridors within the screenlines to exceed the capacity utilization standard noted above for conditions without and with an event at the project site, or if its implementation would contribute considerably to a screenline or corridor projected to operate at greater than the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative plus project conditions (i.e., a contribution of 5 percent or more to the transit ridership on the screenline or route). In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific transit impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Under existing plus project and 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project was determined to have a significant pedestrian impact at a sidewalk or crosswalk location if it would cause the analysis location to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions. In addition, if it was determined that the proposed project would have a significant project-specific pedestrian impact under existing plus project conditions, then the impact would also be considered a significant cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:36] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [36: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:37] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [37: 	Letter to Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, OCII, from Edward D. Reiskin, Director of Transportation, SFMTA, Re: SFMTA Transit Service Plan, Enforcement Support and Capital Investment Funding for the Golden State Warriors Multipurpose Arena, dated May 15, 2015.] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with up to approximately 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendees) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:38] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [38: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, May 2015. See Appendix TR.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 


However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. See Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:39] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [39: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities to account for the increased availability of retail and restaurant uses at the proposed project site compared to Oracle Arena in Oakland. A summary of this data is provided in the travel demand technical memorandum included in Appendix TR. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:40] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [40: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 



The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. Some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.


Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.


The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in 
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, TNC vehicles, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, taxis, and TNC vehicles. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:41] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. Parking near the event center would be closer to, more prominent, and easier to find, and with more availability than the parking facilities near AT&T Park.  [41: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only existing Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed to operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, thereby providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the potential for some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up passengers.


As a result of this combination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 52 percent, respectively), but 8 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 36 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. 


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall percentage of trips shown in Table 5.2-24 as arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent) were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP (see description of the TMP above in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions).


The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was then incorporated into the proposed project as an intrinsic element of the design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan (i.e., without the incorporation of this design feature) are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Gamef


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNC vehicles, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


e	The overall percentage of trips arriving to the event center for the Basketball Game scenario by automobile during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., 53 percent) and during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., 59 percent), highlighted in bold, were used to establish the weekday and weekend evening auto mode share minimum performance standards committed to by the project sponsor in the proposed project’s TMP.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC vehicles, or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekday with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.


Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles (i.e., assigning more vehicles to parking facilities closer to the project site and through the greatest number of study intersections). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.6, and quantified in Table 5.2-69 and Table 5.2-70, it is possible that some parking facilities (such as the 450 South Street Parking Garage or UCSF parking facilities) may not be made available (e.g., permit parking after 7 p.m.) for weekday and weekend evening events at the project site. In this case, the vehicle assignment paths graphically depicted in Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F would still be applicable, except that project-generated vehicles that were assumed to park at those facilities would instead park at Lot A, or at other parking facilities outside of the study area. Thus, while in the future, more existing and planned parking facilities may have limited public access, the approach described above represents a reasonable assignment of project-generated vehicle trips to the study intersections. 


As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


For conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it was assumed that the vehicles currently traveling to and from the two surface parking lots on the project site (610 parking spaces) that would be eliminated with the project would park instead at nearby garages (e.g., UCSF Third Street Garage, 450 South Street Garage), following similar travel paths to these alternate parking facilities. Thus, no vehicle assignment credit was applied to the project, and therefore the project-generated trips would be in addition to those vehicles already traveling to and from the parking facilities on the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 


Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:42] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:43] [42: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [43: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.















No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 63 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 17 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin and destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNC vehicles, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, May 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB). The San Francisco Planning Department is currently conducting the Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study (RAB) to holistically study transportation and land use alternatives within southeast San Francisco that affect the City as a whole. The RAB is made up of five distinct components of analysis: (1) Reconfigure and/or relocate portions of the Fourth/King railyard storage and maintenance functions (service to the Fourth/King would remain), (2) Verify and/or potentially modify the proposed Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) (e.g., alignment, construction methods, etc.), (3) Create a loop track out of east side of Transbay Transit Center (TTC), (4) Replace the elevated portion of I-280 north of Mariposa or 16th Streets with a surface boulevard, similar to The Embarcadero or Octavia Boulevard, including improved circulation and connections throughout the area, and (5) Create opportunities for new public spaces, housing and jobs at the existing Caltrain railyard and along the freeway/rail alignment between Townsend and Mariposa Streets, including the potential to raise additional revenue to realize the transportation infrastructure.[footnoteRef:44] [44: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Railway Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3717 Accessed May 12, 2015.] 



The Phase I feasibility assessment of options for each of the five components is currently underway; a future Phase II alternatives development phase will focus on developing and defining alternatives from those options. A substantial amount of additional discussion and analysis is required before the details of the feasibility and potential design and removal of I-280 and construction of California’s planned high-speed rail network and related components within San Francisco are developed to a level at which that project’s effects on the transportation system in Mission Bay could be understood. If a study to determine the environmental impacts of such a project is initiated, members of the public, City, State, and Federal agencies, among others, would be given a period to provide comment on the scope of the analysis. Funding has not been secured to study these identified options beyond the Phase II alternatives development phase, or to undertake or implement any aspect of this project, and thus the project is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, the transportation analysis of 2040 cumulative conditions does not include changes to the existing I-280 or Caltrain alignments within Mission Bay, and the RAB study is described in this section for informational purposes only.


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service, and additional capacity planned by BART, AC Transit, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. The 2040 cumulative Muni routes and Muni and regional screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 cumulative conditions. The 2040 cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includes additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:45] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and avoid impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [45: 	The SFMTA Parking and Traffic Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (The Blue Book), 8th Edition, is available online at http://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/construction-regulations. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:46] [46: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.


The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period.


Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site, with the greatest number occurring over a three-month period during the excavation and shoring phase (see Table 5.2-33). Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction. Construction vehicles (i.e., construction trucks and construction workers driving to and from the project site) would not substantially affect peak period intersection conditions, as the construction traffic would be less than the vehicle trips associated with operation of the project (see Impact TR-2), and because construction work schedules do not typically overlap with peak commute periods.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, the 450 South Street Garage, and UCSF’s Third Street Garage, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses.[footnoteRef:47] The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis. [47:  Clinical uses are considered a “secondary use” under the Mission Bay South Plan and would require a finding of consistency with the Plan by OCII.] 



The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project vicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete,f


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg,f


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp,f


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:48] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [48: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario. For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F. These changes would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event (e.g., would use I-280, U.S. 101, or Potrero Avenue instead). Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in the LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans). These strategies could include the following:


Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders, and to cooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and travel by non-auto modes is encouraged.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery and TNC vehicles could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into its platforms used to disseminate information to the publica smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· If necessary to support achievement of non-auto mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall cooperate with future City efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce travel by automobile, thus improving traffic conditions.


· The project sponsor to seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate as a member of the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) and to notify at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics following signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains, and increased ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, and 47e – 47i, and E.49 were adopted to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are assumed to be part of applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, and 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.


No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Potential demand-oriented measures to that could be applied to improve operations at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would involve reducing the traffic volumes on westbound I-80 by increasing tolls on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, or other means, such as mainline traffic metering at the toll plaza in Oakland. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact. The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmoreb


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Thirdb


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmoreb


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


a 	For No Event scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. For pre-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%








NOTE:


a 	Muni downtown screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators.


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:49] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [49: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. Available online at http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/169437.aspx. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from a fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk at South Street across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional approved by SFMTA. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the need for and feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and additional midblock queuing area on 16th Street in the vicinity of the proposed Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle stop (see Appendix TR), would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed adjacent to the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way. The exact location of the fencing (i.e., either the east side or west side of the light rail tracks) and the configuration of the fencing have not been identified.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015






table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional midblock setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street to provide for midblock queuing area in the vicinity of the proposed Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle stop, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing along the existing light rail right-of-way in the center of Third Street to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street near Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South[footnoteRef:50] would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.  [50:  As an example, PCOs actively manage pedestrian flows at the intersections of Third/King and Second/King prior to and following a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.] 



Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:51] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [51: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components. Available online at http://planning.sanfranciscocode.org/1.5/155.1/. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


Trucks, including semi-trailer trucks, would access the driveway to the below-grade loading area from eastbound or westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street. A truck turnaround area would be provided at the northern portion of the below-grade loading area to allow for trucks to maneuver and back into the event center loading spaces, as well as to turn around to readily exit the project site head first onto 16th Street. 


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


During the daytime hours when most loading activities occur, pedestrian and bicycle volumes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site are expected to be relatively low, except around midday, and truck access into and out of the below-grade loading area is not anticipated to substantially conflict with pedestrians on the sidewalk or bicyclists within the bicycle lane on the north side of 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. No Muni bus routes would operate on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and therefore truck access into and out of the project site would not affect Muni operations. The majority of event-related loading would occur in advance of events, and therefore would not overlap with pre-event or post-event vehicle, pedestrians, bicycle, and Muni Special Event Shuttles circulation on 16th Street.


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the proposed project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses, and would not result in significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry A. Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan shall include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or truck loading/unloading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no truck loading/unloading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, an additional lane on the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. On Mariposa Street, if necessary, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and would operate at LOS D or better (the exception would be the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th which would change from LOS E to LOS F conditions). Therefore, for these reasons, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees may also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. If necessary, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel on Muni’s light rail right-of-way in the median or northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented adjacent to the curb on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. As described above, on Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections, monitoring traffic conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. 


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional approved by SMTA to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration and related signage on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane.


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





OURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These intersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday p.m., weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The four study intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2 for existing plus project conditions without an overlapping evening event, while the six intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves using off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providing shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise commercially reasonable efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start within 60 minutes of the start (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. 


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 950 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during large events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, if needed, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the left-center turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.


table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc,f


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc,f


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc,f


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during pre-event and/or post-event periods, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:52] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [52: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional Caltrain and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be needed via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and associated PCOs at the intersection of Third/South could result in overcrowding on the sidewalks and light rail platforms, and may result in potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:53] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. The data collection methodology shall be reviewed and revised annually, if appropriate. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [53: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool. Available online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street midblock, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to increase by about 25 percent compared to conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 60 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. With the additional bicycle trips, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, as more drivers would have to park at off-street facilities located further away from the project site (most likely north of the Mission Creek Channel), reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements that are planned to be built as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan in the vicinity of the project site (i.e., extension and widening of 16th Street between Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, widening of Mariposa Street, implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street) would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts 
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assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.


As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project), the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:54] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space, but may include up to 250,000 gsf of clinical space with the remainder research/office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [54: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 has been initiated, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park (P22) directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 feet to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:55] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [55: 	Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project FAQ Update December 2014. Available online at http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/CaltrainModernization/Modernization/PeninsulaCorridorElectrificationProject.html. Accessed May 28, 2015.] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 9 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at all eight intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions.






table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Streetf


			12.4


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Streetf


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetf


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Streetf


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetf


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc,f


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete,f


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Streetf


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-rampf


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


f	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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In addition, as discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at five additional study intersections during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening), Third/South (weekday evening), Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.), Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening), and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening), and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, combined for all analysis peak hours, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 16 study intersections: King/Third, King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez. As noted above, the proposed project would result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to cumulative impacts at nine intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and at the eight intersections during the Saturday evening peak hour, and these impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 15 of the 16 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at 


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63A presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, capacity on the T Third would increase over existing conditions, and capacity utilization would remain similar to existing plus project conditions. For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63A
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			No Event Scenario


Outbound from the Project Site


			Convention Event Scenario
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			3,018


			5,712


			52.8%


			3,588


			62.8%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			6,654


			56.1%


			4,306


			64.7%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour, a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent used to determine significant impacts. 


b 	2040 cumulative ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-63B presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for 2040 cumulative conditions for the Basketball Game scenario. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, for both weekday pre-event and post-event conditions, the capacity utilization would be less than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for events.


table 5.2-63B
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak HourS – BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO - 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Routeb


			Basketball Game Scenario


Weekday Evening


Inbound to the Project Site


			Basketball Game Scenario
Weekday Late Evening 


Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			T Third


			5,434


			6,028


			90.1%


			3,880


			5,046


			76.9%





			22 Fillmore


			304


			628


			48.5%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			6,877


			7,874


			87.3%


			5,034


			6,276


			80.2%








NOTES:


a 	For event conditions, a capacity utilization of 100 percent was used to determine significant impacts. 


b 	2040 cumulative ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore include implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the Muni downtown screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________






Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Providera


			Existing Conditions


			2040 Cumulative Conditions





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization 


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%





			Other lines


			 570


			1,078


			52.9%


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%





			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%


			749


			756


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%





			Balboa


			640


			929


			68.8%


			775


			974


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%





			Mission


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			4,766


			6,294


			75.7%


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%





			Other lines


			277


			700


			39.6%


			380


			840


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			19,940


			21,220


			94.0%


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			806


			1,615


			49.9%


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			23,021


			26,761


			86.0%


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			1,400


			2,817


			49.7%


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%





			Ferry


			971


			1,959


			49.6%


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			2,371


			4,776


			49.6%


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			8,686


			16,963


			51.2%


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.6%


			150


			320


			46.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0.0%


			59


			200


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			11,2373


			20,383


			55.1%


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			36,629


			51,920


			70.5%


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%








NOTES: 


a 	Muni Downtown and Regional screenlines reflect outbound trips from downtown San Francisco.


 a 	Muni Downtown screenlines or corridors operating at more than Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard are highlighted in bold. 


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013 and Regional and Local 2040 Cumulative Transit Screenlines for Transportation Impact Studies, March 2014. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 








Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTE:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)






table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South Stc


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	Under the Basketball Game scenario, a PCO would be stationed at this study intersection during the Saturday pre-event period, and, as necessary, would manually direct vehicles, pedestrians, transit, and bicyclists through the intersection. LOS reflects conditions without PCO intervention.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015








Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. On Mariposa Street, emergency vehicles and other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would be able to travel within the center left-turn lane to access the intersection of Fourth/Mariposa. 


During large events at the event center, including during overlapping events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Fourth/Mariposa, Owens/Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Owens/16th, and would prevent queues from blocking access to the UCSF Medical Center. For smaller events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections and would be monitoring conditions, and could be reassigned to respond to conflicts between event center traffic and UCSF hospital access. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:56] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [56: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:57] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:58] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors to access the garage. [57: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [58: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demanda


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








NOTE:


a	Instances where the project demand exceeds the proposed supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:59], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or by means of on-street parking.  [59: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:60] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [60: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain 


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


It should be noted that the Mission Rock Project would eliminate the existing surface parking lot (i.e., Lot A), and replace it with a combination of residential, office, and commercial uses. The Mission Rock Project would provide approximately 3,100 parking spaces on-site, including construction of a structured parking garage that would also serve patrons of AT&T Park on a parcel at the south end of Seawall Lot 337 (i.e., Parcel D), with a capacity of about 2,300 vehicle spaces (the approximate capacity of Lot A). The preliminary construction-phasing plan calls for this parking garage to be built in the first phase as to maintain the maximum number of parking spaces for SF Giants games.[footnoteRef:61] When the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, about 1,600 vehicles (estimated at about two-thirds of the existing Lot A capacity based on the size of Parcel D as compared to the overall size of Lot A) would be accommodated in the remainder of Lot A. Under the Basketball Game scenario, between 1,500 and 2,000 attendees are estimated to park at Lot A, and, therefore, when the Mission Rock Project parking garage is under construction, approximately 400 project-generated vehicles would seek and find parking elsewhere (such as at the 450 Fourth Street Garage and UCSF’s Third Street Parking Garage).  [61: 	Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, Notice of Preparation of an EIR, December 11, 2013. Case No. 2013.0208E. Available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2013.0208E_NOA.pdf. Accessed May 28, 2015. ] 



Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. The parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site without at SF Giants game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the existing areawide parking demand within the study 


table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was remove from the areawide parking supply.


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, residents can request to establish a new or expand existing RPP Area “X” through the SFMTA. They may also explore other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, adding parking meters at key locations, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, Tthe parking assessment assumes that the existing parking demand associated with the surface parking facilities on the project site with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be accommodated at other nearby facilities, and is, therefore, included in the areawide parking demand within the study area. The existing parking supply of 610 spaces within the two surface parking lots on the project site was removed from the areawide parking supply.


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,319)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions.


However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on those days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 


Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.






On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 70 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area. The 2040 cumulative non-residential parking supply and demand was based on data obtained from previous and ongoing studies being conducted in the Mission Bay area, including the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR and the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.


The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand as well as improved transit service to Mission Bay in the future. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research, but may include up to 250,000 gsf clinical space with the remainder dedicated to research/office uses) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities open on Saturday


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, some of which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (currently limits parking to two or four hours, depending on the block, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it more challenging to find parking on the street. Expansion of an existing RPP area, or altering the existing time limits and/or time-of-day of enforcement for an RPP zone, is typically a resident-driven process. As noted above, iIf residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, residents can request to establish a new or expand existing RPP Area “X” through the SFMTA. would coordinate with them, and other local stakeholders, to explore alteration/expansion of Area “X” and They may also explore other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, adding parking meters at key locations, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall has been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing 


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that open on Saturday


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:62] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 (South site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [62:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:63] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [63:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:64] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [64:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:65] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [65:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008. However, it deferred approval of operation of the helipad until the development of a residential sound reduction program (RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR. In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement. The effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operations.[footnoteRef:66] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [66:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [67:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR[footnoteRef:68] (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. [68:  	UCSF, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR, November 20, 2014, SCH No. 2103092047.] 
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:69] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:70] [69:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [70:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The 
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helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:71] [71:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 



UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:72] [72:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate arrival/departure route is from/to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:74] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [74:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 
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Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).


Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. There are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad.  However, UCSF indicates it is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure.


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports.[footnoteRef:75] Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports. [75:  	It should be noted that at the time the UCSF helipad was designed, FAA AC 150/5390-2B (published September 30, 2004) was in effect.  FAA AC 150/5390-2C (published April 24, 2012) cancels FAA AC 150/5390-2B.] 



Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. As discussed above, UCSF is currently developing a GPS instrument approach procedure; a followup FAA airspace study and airspace determination would be required to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFT and IFR.


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



Airspace Management


FAA Order JO 7400.2K, Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, prescribes policy, criteria, guidelines, and procedures applicable to the Air Traffic (ATO) division of the FAA in regard to airspace management. The Order also prescribes the methods for conducting aeronautical studies and making determinations as to whether or not an obstruction constitutes a hazard to air navigation.


Chapter 30 of Order 7400.2K prescribes policy and guidelines for determining the potential effect of “high intensity light operations”[footnoteRef:77] on users of the national airspace system (NAS).  The Order outlines the methods by which the FAA would conduct an aeronautical study and issue a determination on the effect of a proposal to use a HIL.  FAA policy on this topic notes that consideration must be given to commercial and general aviation requirements as well as to the public right of “freedom of transit” through the airspace.  The FAA policy states that “while a sincere effort must be made to negotiate equitable solutions to conflicts over the use of the NAS for non−aviation purposes, aviation must receive primary emphasis.”  Chapter 29 of the Order also addresses the process of conducting an aeronautical study for outdoor laser operations. [77: 	A High Intensity Light (HIL) is defined in Order 7400.2K as a “lighting system other than laser designed to penetrate the navigable airspace.  A sky searchlight is an example of an HIL.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


On November 24, 2009, UCSF received a Heliport Site Approval Permit issued by the Caltrans DOA which effectively authorized helipad construction.  On September 18, 2013, UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans DOA, which authorized startup of flight operations. 


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad.[footnoteRef:78]   [78: 	It is anticipated that instrument approach procedures for the private UCSF helipad would not be published for public use.  Further, it is unknown at this time whether or not the FAA would make a hazard determination for the UCSF helipad with a “private” instrument approach procedure.  However, for the purpose of this study, a conservative approach was applied in which an apparent obstruction to the helipad’s airspace was assumed to be a hazard. ] 



Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:79]  [79:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. Four cranes are anticipated to be required between months 3 through 5 of construction, and five cranes would be used starting in month 6 and used through to approximately to the end of construction period. The maximum crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl, depending on crane and its location. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:80] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [80:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working radii of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working radii of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.


· As shown in Figure 5.2-26, one of UCSF’s alternative arrival/departure flight paths follows along the alignment of South Street.  As shown in Figure 5.2-28, while the working radii of two project construction cranes would extend over South Street, they are not located under any of the Part 77 Approach or Transitional Surfaces.  Assuming that an 8:1 “curved” Approach Surface was established along this segment of the alternate flight path and it intercepted the existing northern approach surface for a 90 degree turn[footnoteRef:81] at an elevation of approximately 250 feet msl, the minimum amount of clearance over the construction crane in the northwest corner of the project site would be approximately 44 feet; and the minimum amount of clearance over the clearance over the construction crane in the northeast corner of the project site would be approximately 64 feet.  [81: 	Curved approach/departure surfaces have not been established for the helipad.  Although FAA criteria for curved approach/departure surfaces would require a wider turn radius, this analysis assumed a tighter turn radius based on the use of existing approach/departure flight paths. ] 
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. The objective of the crane safety plan is to ensure the safe use of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad, and the safety for people residing or working in the project area during construction. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan shall include, but may not limited to the following measures:


· Convey project crane activity schedule to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized.


· Use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces.


· Light all construction crane structures at night (e.g., towers, arms, and suspension rods) to enhance a pilot’s ability to discern the location and height of the cranes.


· Inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces.


· Use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur.


· Issue a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) to advise pilots in the area of the presence of construction cranes at the project site.


Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak, and other locations on the roof up to 126 feet agl (e.g., at southeast corner at 16th Street). Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:82],[footnoteRef:83] [82:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [83:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 141 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Test Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof 


			138


			Transitional Surface


			180


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			144


			Transitional Surface


			183


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			138


			Transitional Surface


			141


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			138


			Transitional Surface


			220


			--





			12


			Event Center Roof at Southeast Corner


			140


			Transitional Surface


			148


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:84] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [84:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas, green roofs, and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Routine Lighting  Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted and shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized Lighting – The event center and/or certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. 


Based on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not have an undue impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with San Francisco International Airport (SFO) staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation, and OCII (or its designated representative), and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures shall include, but may not be limited to the following:


· prohibit the use of high-intensity lights that are directed towards the UCSF helipad 


· prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by OCII in consultation with SFO staff knowledgeable of the effects of lighting on pilots and safe air navigation and, if necessary the FAA


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the UCSF helipad landing area locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: OCII sq ft tracker
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:06:34 AM


Hi Catherine,
Happy last day! I wanted to touch base on the approval letter supporting the GSW square footage
exclusions and the accuracy of the OCII tracker of overall square footages. Our design team won’t
be able to return a revised version today unfortunately, so I’m hoping we can discuss how best to
handle to make sure this item gets wrapped up appropriately. Feel free to give me a call.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: FW: OCII sq ft tracker
 
Re-sending OCII’s square footage tracker per your request.
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:56 PM
To: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: OCII sq ft tracker
 
Catherine,
I’ve reviewed the OCII square footage tracker and believe it’s accurate to the best of my knowledge.
It’d be helpful to discuss when you have a moment to call me.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Beth Goldstein
To: Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:43:44 PM


Mary--check Bassam's TM, I'm pretty sure the work Herb is referring to is described
under #2 on page 1?


Sent from my iPhone
+1.415.203.9735


On May 28, 2015, at 2:26 PM, Mary Lucas McDonald
<mary@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Hi Chris,


I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If
what he's referring to as the Third Street work is needed to achieve the
3.5 mgd dry weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, we need to
know when it will be completed if it's not part of the MTA Project. This is
key to the impact analysis for the Mariposa sub-basin. Could you help get
this answer?


Thanks,


Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris"
<Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, Joyce Hsiao
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Paul Mitchell"
<PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert"
<rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig"
<CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station
interim improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry
weather flow which is a regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
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SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald
<mary@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity
of the Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com);
Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the
interim MPS work be done this summer?
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Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on
this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Dang, Herb
To: Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Eickman, Kent (CWP); Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Whitt, Robert (CWP); Freeman, Craig


(PUC)
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:37:27 AM


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather flow which is
a regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald
<mary@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump
Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang,
Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
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From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang,
Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS work be
done this summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);
Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); "shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com"; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: REVISED Revised SF Tracking
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 5:07:00 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay SOC Entitlement Tracker 2015 05 29.xlsx


Seth caught an error (getting late in the day).  Please all take a look at the file and make sure I
haven’t missed anything.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 4:40 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); 'shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com'; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Revised SF Tracking
 
Attached is a revised sf tracking.  I have gotten rid of the two GSW lines (Clarke, feel free to include
back in on your side).  Since we now have the SDs that have an actual number, I am just putting
those in, since the previous approach to the GSW was to use the assumed 5% since we didn’t know
the actual breakdown.  I also caught that, unlike the other buildings, the Block 40 folks did break out
the retail leasable sf from the commercial sf, so we shouldn’t be removing it from the commercial
page.  That reduced the sf a little more.  There is still plenty of sf for the proposed project.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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Commercial SF Zone A


			Commercial/Industrial Square Footage Tracking 									Leasable Caculation





												5%			SD/MOU approval			% change bet GSf/LSF			SD or 5% (if no SD)


									Gross			Leasable			Leasable						Leasable			Source of SF Info


			Total Allowed in Zone A									5,000,000			5,000,000						5,000,000





			Block 26a						312,656			297,023			298,646			4%			298,646			1/21/00 BC Book


			Block 26 Bld 2&3						197,302			187,437			187,437			5%			187,437			3/29/07 SD Book


			Block 28						308,189			292,780			293,420			5%			293,420			3/8/01 SD Book


			Remaining Salesforce (26-27)						422,980			401,831			n/a (1)						401,831			Salesforce marketing 


			GSW (29-32) 						1,092,589			1,037,960			1,006,497			8%			1,006,497			GSW - FOCIL is willing to sell GSW remaining SF.  This line shows what is required in addition to sf purchased from salesforce


			UCSF (Blocks 33/34)						500,000			475,000			n/a (1)						475,000			UCSF Proposal


			UCSF (Blocks 36-39)						n/a (2)			1,020,000			1,020,000						1,020,000			2005 UCSF MOU


			Block 40 						682,475			648,351			636,713			7%			636,713			2/3/15 SD book


			1700 Owens (41-43/P1)						165,610			157,330			152,828			8%			152,828			3/4/02 Sect 321 Book


			Gladstone (41-43/P2)						188,300			178,885			179,500			5%			179,500			3/20/02 SD Book/FOCIL


			1600 Owens (41-43/P4)						219,836			208,844			n/a (3)						208,844			8/29/13 OCII Consistency Letter 


			1500 Owens (41-43/P5)						164,464			156,241			155,117			6%			155,117			11/7/06 SD Book


			1450 Owens (41-32/P7)						n/a (4)			n/a (4)			n/a (4)						n/a (4)


			Total						4,254,401			5,061,681									5,015,833			Includes retail space


			Total Retail approved in Zone A (5)																		29,858			(from next sheet)


			Adjusted Commercial/Office																		4,985,975


			Remaining Commercial/Office																		14,025


			Assumed Average % GSF to LSF conversion (then applied to GSW for conversion to LSF)																		5%


			(1) No applicable approved SD with calculation


			(2) UCSF is allowed to build 1,020,000 LSF per the 2005 MOU


			(3) No leasable calculated when gross sf was reduced


			(4) 1450 Owens has an approved SD, but OCII's understanding is that ARE sold square footage to SF, so does not have the right to build.


			(5) The approved commercial buildings did not exclude the retail from the total square footage (except for Block 40), so this line avoids double counting





															MOU Allowed


									Gross			Leasable			Leasable			Source of SF Info


			Total Allowed in Zone B and D									584,600			584,600			2010 MOU (also allows 4,000 sf of retail for Zone D for a total of 588,600 sf)


															SD approval


									Gross			Leasable			Leasable			Source of SF Info


			Total Allowed in Zone C									450,000			450,000			4/10/06 SD Book - the 450K does not allow any additional retail
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Retail Tracking MBS


			MBS Retail Square Footage Tracking





									Neigh Retail SF															Retail SF


			Market Rate Residential						Schematic Design			Permitted Amount						Affordable Residential


			Block 2						7,971			8,100						Block 7W						10,079


			Block 3W						7,030			6,570						Block 13E						11,904


			Block 4W						10,350			9,358						Total 						21,983


			Block 5						16,054			11,667						Remaining for 6E						8,017


			Block 10						10,184			9,726


			Block 10a						0			0


			Block 11						0			0


			Block 12E						0			0


			Block 13W						0			0


			Subtotal						51,589			45,421			(reduction primarly result of retail being used for permanent leasing offices)





			Zone A Commercial 						Schematic Design			Permitted Amount


			Block 26a						6,938			10,055


			Block 26 Bld 2						4,466			4,466			Could not track down the final permit at DBI so carried forward the SD


			Block 40 						14,257			14,257			(numbers based onSD, project not permitted yet)


			1700 Owens (41-43/P1)						3,306			3,306			(used Permitted amount for SD as well since SD did not breakout the retail)


			1600 Owens (41-43/P4)						5,086			9,233			(could be reduced additionally if the pharmacy is consiidered part of the medical clinic/but comes out of commercial space)


			1500 Owens (41-43/P5)						2,749			2,798


			Subtotal						36,802			44,115


			Total Zone A plus Res						88,391			89,536





			Allowed Retail SF in MBS per Redevelopment Plan


			City-serving Retail 									Square Footage


						Blocks 29-32 and 36						20,700			Maximum of City-serving Retail that can be used on Blocks 29-32


						Zone B (part of X-3)						45,000			(Included in the max that UCSF can develop on commercial, which cannot exceed 549,000)


						Zone C (X-4)						36,000			(included in their overall sf, which cannot exceed 450K combined com/retail)


						Zone D (part of X-3)						4,000			4,000 retail included in overall commercial sq ft allowance in previous tab


									Subtotal			105,700


			Neighborhood Retail


						Block 1						25,000			(allows Entertainment Retail for Block 1 - reduced by 25K to reflect residential on Block 1)


						Zone A/South MBS Res						159,300


						MBS Affordable Hsg						30,000			(OCII also allowed an additional 10K of retail on affordable hsg sites, for total of 30K)


									Subtotal			214,300


			Total 									320,000





			Allowed Retail for Zone A/Market-rate Res									180,000			Allowable


			Total Zone A plus Res (from above)									89,536			Used


			Remaining Available pre-UCSF max retail allocation									90,464





			UCSF Block 36-39 Allocation									40,000


			Remaining Available which FOCIL has sold to GSW									50,464			leasable square feet
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Beth Goldstein
Cc: Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:07:36 PM


Thank you Beth and Chris, 


I'm on jury duty this afternoon so was not able to respond earlier.


Mary


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 3:11 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Kent, Herbert, and Bassam
Can one of you please provide a response ASAP to the following question:
 


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->What is the schedule for completing
the improvements at the Mariposa Pump Station required to provide
3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using wet weather facilities?


 
We need this information today for the Warriors Arena EIR.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Beth Goldstein [mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
I think the question is: What is the schedule for completing the improvements
at the Mariposa Pump Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather
capacity without using wet weather facilities?


And its hard to follow the email trail below but I believe the answer is that by
connecting the 10" sanitary FM to the 20" wet weather FM, the dry weather
pumping capacity increases to 3.5 MGD but that there is still use of the wet
weather sump...to avoid use of the wet weather sump during dry weather
there is a gravity 12" sewer main on Mariposa btwn 3rd St and the PS that
needs upsizing as well...the former project to be completed mid/late 2016, the
latter no set date pending inclusion in the MTA project...
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But I would definitely recommend confirming this with Kent or Herb or
Bassam...Thanks! Beth


 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Chris,
 
I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If what he's
referring to as the Third Street work is needed to achieve the 3.5 mgd dry weather
capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, we need to know when it will be completed if
it's not part of the MTA Project. This is key to the impact analysis for the Mariposa sub-
basin. Could you help get this answer?
 
Thanks,
 
Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris"
<Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
"Paul Mitchell" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert"
<rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig" <CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather
flow which is a regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281
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On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald
<mary@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity
of the Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com);
Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the
interim MPS work be done this summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
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Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim
improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on
this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: FW: GSW Developable Area & Exclusions Tracker
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:17:41 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.18_BCSD_D4D_Area_Exclusions_V_To_OCII.pdf


Catherine,
Here’s the final version of the square footage exclusion tracker for your review. Happy to discuss in
more detail tomorrow morning.
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:24 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: GSW Developable Area & Exclusions Tracker
 
Catherine –
Please see the attached, for your review and approval. Clarke and I are available to discuss as
needed.
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT EXCLUSIONS 
GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 
May 18, 2015 



Updated from previous (March 2015) 











Mission Bay South Design for Development 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development (DforD) serves as the primary documentation for all design standards and guidelines governing projects in the Mission Bay South Plan 
Area. By setting forth goals and requirements for such building elements as height and bulk, massing, streetwalls, and curb cuts, the DforD seeks to establish a cohesive and dense 
urban fabric in the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco.  



  



Dfor D Gross Floor Area / Adjusted Gross 



The DforD defines “Gross Floor Area” (GFA, also called “Adjusted Gross Area”) for purposes of project planning and design and project approvals. The total and cumulative development 
commercial/industrial area attributable to a proposed project is presented in several forms before the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, including a Major Phase 
application and a Basic Concept/Schematic Designs package, to verify a project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Notably, the DforD definition of GFA varies from that used by agencies in the City of San Francisco, including the San Francisco Planning Department. As set forth in the DforD, Section 
II, Definition of Terms, GFA is defined as “the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings,” including most areas of a building as commonly measured for a 
building’s “True Gross” (constructed) area.   



However, the definition also lists areas to be excluded from any calculation of GFA. These include (but are not limited to) certain other basement, cellar, and attic spaces; penthouses, 
cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment located at the top of a building; “ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service”; or certain outdoor 
spaces such as arcades, plazas, walkways, and porticos.  



For a full definition of GFA, including a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



DforD Leasable Area 



“Leasable Area” calculations provide an additional metric for certain tracking purposes within the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, including the tracking of total retail 
spaces developed in the Mission Bay South Plan Area for compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Under the DforD, leasable area is calculated based on the definitions contained in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association (BOMA) publication, “Standard Methods For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” The final calculations usually represent a small reduction in area from the Gross Floor Area.  
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Introduction 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











Design for Development Exclusion Categories 



For a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



#1: Basement/Cellar Space 



#2: Attic Space 



#3: Mechanical Penthouse 



#4: Intermediate Floor/Mechanical / Ops 



#5: Outside Stairs 



#6: Parking/Loading/Driveways 



#7: Public Arcades, Plazas, Walkways 



#8: Balconies, Decks, Terraces 



#9: Residential-Serving Elevators 



#10: Window Bays 



#11: Ground Floor Circulation & Service 



#12: Restaurants & Retail Under 5,000sf 



#13: Interior Open Space 



#14: Child Care Facilities 



#15: Cultural/Educational/Religious Space 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



DforD Exclusion Categories 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development on Blocks 29-32 



The Golden State Warriors organization proposes to develop an approximately 11-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29-32) in 
the Mission Bay South Project Area. The project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center, which would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team 
during the National Basketball Association (NBA) season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. In addition, the site would include substantial mixed-use development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, 
plaza areas, and other amenities.  



18 May 2015 4 



GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Description 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Plan 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Elevations 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



West Elevation 



South Elevation 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Elevations 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



East Elevation 



North Elevation 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary (OCII Design for Development) 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Building 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Parking/ 



Loading Area4 



Outside 



Stairs5 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces6 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service7 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k8 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL                     



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 0 0 719 0 0 0 3,220 see below 4,206 



Event Center 776,862 84,287 25,029 40,489 0 5,711 5,375 73,465 see below 542,506 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 10,091 0 1,452 0 0 0 9,293 see below 293,282 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 10,445 0 1,452 0 0 0 7,676 see below 252,595 



Parking/Loading 470,450 0 0 0 470,450 0 0 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 104,823 25,029 44,112 470,450 5,711 5,375 93,654 0 1,092,589 



              
Max allowable Commercial/Industrial OCII Gross is 1,103,544 



RETAIL                     



Gatehouse Retail 3,397             see above 3,005 392 



Event Center Retail 3,463             see above 3,463 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154             see above 8,438 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526             see above 7,955 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833             9,230 9,850 12,753 



South St. - Retail 8,712             0 8,712 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093             0 6,093 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,230 47,516 50,432 



                Max allowable BOMA Leasable Retail is 50,471 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Leasable Floor Area Summary (BOMA) 



Building 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Total OCII Area 



Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)1 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



BOMA Leasable 



Exclusions (Sq. Ft.)2 



BOMA Leasable Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.)3 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL           



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 3,939 4,206 1,724 2,482 



Event Center 776,862 234,356 542,506 56,200 486,306 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 20,836 293,282 13,737 279,545 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 19,573 252,595 14,431 238,164 



Parking/Loading 470,450 470,450 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 749,154 1,092,589 86,092 1,006,497
4 



    



RETAIL           



Gatehouse Retail 3,397 3,005 392 337 55 



Event Center Retail 3,463 3,463 0 0 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154 8,438 19,716 0 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526 7,955 17,571 0 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833 19,080 12,753 1,007 11,746 



South St. - Retail 8,712 8,712 0 0 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093 6,093 0 0 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 56,746 50,432 1,344 49,088
5 



1
 Area listed is exempt per Mission Bay South Design for Development Gross Floor Area Exclusions #01 - #12 



2
 Area listed is excluded per the 1996 BOMA publication, "Standard Method For Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings“ 



3
OCII tracks the maximum total Leasable square feet of development allowed under the Redevelopment Plan within Mission Bay South, shown on the most recent tracking sheet 



obtained from OCII, dated November 5, 2014, included in the Appendix. 
4
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Commercial Industrial square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 1,044,636 Leasable square feet. 



5
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Retail square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 50,471 Leasable square feet.  











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 



 











Golden State Warriors Area Matrices 



The following analysis contains floor area calculations for each section of the Blocks 29-32 site considered Commercial/Industrial area. First, it lists the True Gross (Constructed) area of 
a building or buildings by elevation, or level. The total True Gross figure represents all buildable area shown in design drawings to date.  



Next, each sheet denotes area “subtractions,” based on the exclusions outlined in the DforD’s definition of GFA. The list of possible exclusions is drawn directly from the DforD, and each 
subtraction represents an adjustment to the measuring tool for area on site; however, the total True Gross area of the structure as it will eventually be built does not change. Instead, the 
final Adjusted Gross Floor Area serves as the primary mechanism for tracking the project’s design approvals in accordance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. It also helps 
monitor compliance with the square footage purchased from FOCIL-MB (or subsequent developers*) for the Blocks 29-32 site. 



Finally, the same sheets also show further area “subtractions” to account for spaces excluded from the BOMA definition of Leasable Area. The resulting Leasable Area may be used to 
describe the area of usable commercial space for an eventual tenant.  



*The Golden State Warriors entered into a purchase agreement with an affiliate of salesforce.com for the Blocks 29-32 parcels in 2014. Salesforce.com previously purchased the land 
and development rights from Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc.  
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Commercial / Industrial Development 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Event Center 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Event Center at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Outside Stairs4 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces5 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service6 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k7 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



0 213,313 84,287 0 0 0 0 0 0 129,026 



50 23,949 0 0 359 1,450 0 9,572 0 12,568 



100 103,128 0 0 20,468 2,713 286 13,422 741 65,498 



200 149,022 0 0 2,431 1,548 0 50,471 2,722 91,850 



300 76,362 0 0 4,559 0 0 0 0 71,803 



400 36,734 0 0 5,166 0 0 0 0 31,568 



500 123,221 0 0 6,908 0 0 0 0 116,313 



600 13,438 0 0 223 0 1,241 0 0 11,974 



650 25,029 0 25,029 0 0 0 0 0 0 



700 16,129 0 0 375 0 3,848 0 0 11,906 



TOTAL 780,325 84,287 25,029 40,489 5,711 5,375 73,465 3,463 542,506 











EVENT CENTER  



Level 000 – Event Level (-6’-0” / -10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
84,287 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 050 – Entry Plaza (+0’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



359 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,450 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9,572 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 100 – Mezzanine (+10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



20,468 



#05 Outside Stairs 2,713 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
286 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
13,422 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
741 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 200 – Main Concourse (+26’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



2,431 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,548 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
50,471 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,722 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 300 – Suite Level (+39’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



4,559 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 400 – Loge Level (+51’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



5,166 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 500 – Upper Concourse (+63’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



6,908 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 



 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
    
 



18 May 2015 19 DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











  



EVENT CENTER 



Level 600 – Bayfront Terrace (+76’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



223 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
1,241 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER  



Level 650 – AHU Mezzanine (+87’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



25,029 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 700 – Bayfront Terrace Ballroom (+97’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



375 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
3,848 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: South St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



South Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (A) 5,138 5,138 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 4,953 4,953 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 19,289 0 132 7,773 3,439 7,945 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 33,812 0 132 1,520 3,032 29,128 



LEVEL 3 42,867 0 132 0 1,967 40,768 



LEVEL 4 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 5 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 6 45,911 0 132 0 0 45,779 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  314,118 10,091 1,452 9,293   293,282 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 28,154       8,438 19,716 



TOTAL 342,272 20,182 2,904 18,586 8,438 312,998 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
7,773 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,439 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
1,520 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,032 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,967 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



16TH Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground 



Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (B) 5,275 5,275 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 5,170 5,170 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 17,548 0 132 5,317 2,956 9,143 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 24,747 0 132 2,359 2,817 19,439 



LEVEL 3 28,208 0 132 0 2,182 25,894 



LEVEL 4 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 5 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 6 39,344 0 132 0 0 39,212 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  272,168 10,445 1,452 7,676   252,595 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 25,526       7,955 17,571 



TOTAL 297,694 10,445 1,452 7,676 7,955 270,166 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
5,317 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,956 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,359 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,817 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 



2,182 
 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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Developable Area Matrix: Gatehouse 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Gatehouse at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations1  



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service2 



Restaurants / Retail 



< 5k3 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
BOMA Deductions 



BOMA Leasable 



Area 



B100 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



0 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



50 4,963 457 2,443 1,412 651 651 0 



100 3,237 262 483 1,593 899 507 392 



200 2,482 0 0 0 2,482 337 2,145 



TOTAL 11,542 719 3,220 3,005 4,598 2,061 2,537 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level B100 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 000 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 050 – Grade Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



457 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,443 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,412 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 100 – Plaza Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



262 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
483 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,593 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 200 – Broadcast Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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Developable Area Matrix: Parking/Loading 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Parking/Loading at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level Gross Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) Parking/ Loading Area1 
OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



P3 173,054 173,054 0 



P2 228,590 228,590 0 



P1 68,806 68,806 0 



TOTAL 470,450 470,450 0 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



173,054 



PARKING/LOADING 



P3 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



228,590 



PARKING/LOADING 



P2 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



68,806 



PARKING/LOADING 



P1 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 











Gross Floor Area Exclusions for Retail Spaces 



Like Commercial/Industrial development, Retail development in the Mission Bay South Plan Area is described in the DforD’s definition of GFA, which lists specific exclusions that may be 
netted out of the project’s officially reported total retail square footage. These exclusions are intended to encourage small pads for multiple local retailers by limiting total occupied square 
feet per use to 5,000, and by limiting the retail pad to no more than 75% of the combined area of a building’s ground floor plus the ground level on-site open space associated with that 
building. Exclusions may only be applied if the retail is comprised of diverse uses (personal services, restaurants, retail sale of goods), to create an active, urban street environment.*  



Unlike Commercial/Industrial development, however, the total retail development proposed for any project is measured using the retail’s leasable area, defined per BOMA as described 
above. This allows the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to compare proposed retail developments to the overall cap on retail in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, which 
is similarly measured by leasable area.  



*Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal 
services, restaurants, retail sale of goods). 



18 May 2015 50 



GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Retail Development 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Food Hall Retail 



Food Hall Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



000 86 0 0 86 86 
0 



100 15,658 9,230 1,783 4,645 210 4,435 
200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 5,318 0 4,855 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 31,833 9,230 9,850 12,753 1,007 



11,746 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 100 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9230 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



1,783 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 200 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



3,212 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 300 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



4,855 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



TFB Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 6,093 0 6,093 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 6,093 0 6,093 0 0 



0 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 100 – Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



6,093  
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: South Street Retail 



South St Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 0 0 0 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 300 – South Street Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



8,712 
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Retail Summary 



Combined Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



0 86 0 0 86 86 



0 
100 21,751 9,230 7,876 4,645 



210 
4,435 



200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 14,030 0 13,567 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 46,638 9,230 24,655 12,753 1,007 



11,746 



Level 100  Level 200  Level 300  











APPENDIX 











Section II. Definition of Terms, p. 11-13 



Floor Area, Gross: 



  



The sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the centerlines of walls separating two buildings. 
Where columns are outside and separated from an exterior wall (curtain wall) which encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged that the curtain wall is clearly separate from 
the structural members, the exterior face of the curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each floor shall also be counted. 



  



A Except as specifically excluded in this definition, “gross floor area” shall include, although not be limited to, the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space, including tenants’ storage areas and all other space except that used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Elevator shafts, stairwells, exit enclosures and smokeproof enclosures, at each floor; 



 3 Floor space in penthouses except as specifically excluded in this definition; 



 4 Attic space (whether or not a floor has been laid) capable of being made into habitable space; 



 5 Floor space in balconies or mezzanines in the interior of the building; 



 6 Floor space in open or roofed porches, arcades or exterior balconies, if such porch, arcade or balcony is located above the ground floor or first floor of occupancy 
 above basement or garage and is used as the primary access to the interior space it serves; 



 7 Floor space in accessory buildings, except for floor spaces used for accessory off-street parking or loading spaces as described herein, and driveways and 
 maneuvering areas incidental thereto; and 



 8 Any other floor space not specifically excluded in this definition. 
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DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











B “Gross floor area” shall not include the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Attic space not capable of being made into habitable space; 



 3 Elevator or stair penthouses, accessory water tanks or cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself, if located at the top of the building or separated therefrom only by other space not included in the gross floor area; 



 4 Mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas, necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself (i) if located at an intermediate story of the building 
 and forming a complete floor level; or (ii) if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor level, provided that the mechanical equipment, 
 appurtenances  and areas are permanently separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an average floor as determined by the 
 Redevelopment Agency 



 5 Outside stairs to the first floor of occupancy at the face of the building which the stairs serve, or fire escapes; 



 6 Floor space used for accessory off-street parking and loading spaces and driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto; 



 7 Arcades, plazas, walkways, porches, breezeways, porticos and similar features (whether roofed or not), at or near street level, accessible to the general public and not 
 substantially enclosed by exterior walls; and accessways to public transit lines, if open for use by the general public; all exclusive of areas devoted to sales, service, 
 display, and other activities other than movement of persons;   



 8 Balconies, porches, roof decks, terraces, courts and similar features, except those used for primary access as described in Paragraph (a)(6) above, provided that: 



  a) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is less than 15 feet in either dimension, the area shall not be excluded from 
  gross floor area unless it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project not more than two feet from the face of the 
  building wall). 



  b) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high), or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is 15 feet or more in both dimensions, (1) the area shall be excluded from 
  gross floor area if it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project no more than two feet from the face of the  
  building wall), and (2) the area may have roofed areas along its perimeter which are also excluded from gross floor area if the minimum clear open space 
  between any such roof and the opposite wall or roof (whichever is closer) is maintained at 15 feet (with the above exceptions) and the roofed area does 
  not exceed 10 feet in depth; (3) in addition, when the clear open area exceeds 625 square feet, a canopy, gazebo, or similar roofed structure without 
  walls may cover up to 10 percent of such open space without being counted as gross floor area. 



  c) If, however, 70 percent or less of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the open side or sides face on a yard, street or court whose dimensions satisfy the require-
  ments of this Code and all other applicable codes for instances in which required windows face upon such yard, street or court, the area may be roofed to 
  the extent permitted by such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



 9 On lower, nonresidential floors, elevator shafts and other life-support systems serving exclusively the residential uses on the upper floors of a building; 
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 10 One-third of that portion of a window bay conforming to the requirements of Section 136(d)(2) of the San Francisco Planning Code (in effect as of the adoption of the 
 Design for Development) which extends beyond the plane formed by the face of the facade on either side of the bay but not to exceed seven square feet per bay window 
 as measured at each floor; 



 11 Ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service; 



 12 Space devoted to personal services, restaurants, and retail sales of goods intended to meet the convenience shopping and service needs of workers and residents, 
 not to exceed 5,000 occupied square feet per use and, in total, not to exceed 75 percent of the area of the ground floor of the building plus the ground level, on-site open 
 space.  



 13 An interior space provided as an open space feature in accordance with the requirements herein; 



 14 Floor area devoted to child care facilities provided that: 



  a) Allowable indoor space is no more or no less than 3,000 square feet and no more than 6,000 square feet, and 



  b) The facilities are made available rent free, and 



  c) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops or public parks may be used if they 
  meet licensing requirements for child care facilities, and 



  d) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by 
  the Redevelopment Agency that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a facility described herein dealing with cultural, 
  educational, recreational, religious, or social service facilities; 



 15 Floor area permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational, religious or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee covering 
 actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are: 



  a) Owned and operated by a nonprofit corporation or institution, or 



  b) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this subsection 
  shall be counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein, for the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirements 
  for the project; 



  c) For the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirement for the project, building area subject to this subsection shall be 
  counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein. 
  y such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



Floor Area, Leasable: 



Leasable Floor Area means Floor Rentable Area, as defined and calculated in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association International publication, “Standard Method For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” 
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Commercial/Industrial Square Footage Tracking  Leasable Caculation 



5% SD/MOU approval % change bet GSf/LSF SD or 5% (if no SD) 
Gross Leasable Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 



Total Allowed in Zone A 5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  



Block 26a 312,656  295,966  298,646  4% 298,646  1/21/00 BC Book 



Block 26 Bld 2&3 197,302  186,770  187,437  5% 187,437  3/29/07 SD Book 
Block 28 308,189  291,738  293,420  5% 293,420  3/8/01 SD Book 



Remaining Salesforce (26-27) 422,980  400,401  n/a (1) 400,401  Salesforce marketing  



GSW (29-32) from salesforce 1,000,000  946,619  n/a (1) 946,619  GSW 
GSW (29-32) from FOCIL 103,544  98,017  98,017  GSW 



GSW subtotal 1,103,544  1,044,636  1,044,636  



UCSF (Blocks 33/34) 500,000  473,310  n/a (1) 473,310  UCSF Proposal 
UCSF (Blocks 36-39) n/a (2) 1,020,000  1,020,000  1,020,000  2005 UCSF MOU 



Block 40  664,039  628,592  630,713  5% 630,713  2/22/13 SD Book 



1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 165,610  156,770  152,828  8% 152,828  3/4/02 Sect 321 Book 
Gladstone (41-43/P2) 188,300  178,248  179,500  5% 179,500  3/20/02 SD Book/FOCIL 
1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 219,836  208,101  n/a (3) 208,101  8/29/13 OCII Consistency Letter  



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 164,464  155,685  155,117  6% 155,117  11/7/06 SD Book 



1450 Owens (41-32/P7) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) 
Total 4,246,920  5,040,216  5,044,108  Includes retail space 



Total Retail approved in Zone A 44,108  (from next sheet) 
Adjusted Commercial/Office 5,000,000  



Remaining Commercial/Office (0) 



Average % GSF to LSF conversion (then applied to GSW for conversion to LSF) 5% 



(1) No applicable approved SD with calculation 



(2) UCSF is allowed to build 1,020,000 LSF per the 2005 MOU 



(3) No leasable calculated when gross sf was reduced 



(4) 1450 Owens has an approved SD, but OCII's understanding is that ARE sold square footage to SF, so does not have the right to build. 



MOU Allowed 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone B and D 584,600  584,600  2010 MOU (also allows 4,000 sf of retail for Zone D for a total of 588,600 sf) 



SD approval 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone C 450,000  450,000  4/10/06 SD Book - the 450K does not allow any additional retail 
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MBS Retail Square Footage Tracking 
Neigh Retail SF Retail SF 



Market Rate Residential Schematic Design Permitted Amount Affordable Residential 
Block 2 7,971  8,100  Block 7W 10,079  



Block 3W 7,030  6,570  Block 13E 11,904  



Block 4W 10,350  9,358  Total  21,983  
Block 5 16,054  11,667  Remaining for 6E 8,017  
Block 10 10,184  9,726  



Block 10a 0  0 
Block 11 0  0 
Block 12E 0  0 



Block 13W 0  0 
Subtotal 51,589  45,421  (reduction primarly result of retail being used for permanent leasing offices) 



Zone A Commercial  Schematic Design Permitted Amount 



Block 26a 6,938  10,055  



Block 26 Bld 2 4,466  4,466  Could not track down the final permit at DBI so carried forward the SD 
Block 40  14,250  14,250  (assumes 15,000 gsf sold is reduced by 5% to 14,100) 
1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 3,306  3,306  (used Permitted amount for SD as well since SD did not breakout the retail) 



1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 5,086  9,233  (could be reduced additionally if the pharmacy is consiidered part of the medical clinic/but comes out of commercial space) 



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 2,749  2,798  
Subtotal   36,795  44,108  



Total Zone A plus Res 88,384  89,529  



Allowed Retail SF in MBS per Redevelopment Plan 



City-serving Retail   Square Footage  



Blocks 29-32 and 36            20,700  Maximum of City-serving Retail that can be used on Blocks 29-32 
Zone B (part of X-3)            45,000  (Included in the max that UCSF can develop on commercial, which cannot exceed 549,000) 
Zone C (X-4)            36,000  (included in their overall sf, which cannot exceed 450K combined com/retail) 



Zone D (part of X-3)              4,000   4,000 retail included in overall commercial sq ft allowance in previous tab  
Subtotal          105,700  



Neighborhood Retail 



Block 1            25,000  (allows Entertainment Retail for Block 1 - reduced by 25K to reflect residential on Block 1) 
Zone A/South MBS Res          159,300  
MBS Affordable Hsg            30,000  (OCII also allowed an additional 10K of retail on affordable hsg sites, for total of 30K) 



Subtotal          214,300  
Total          320,000  



Allowed Retail for Zone A/Market-rate Res          180,000  Allowable 



Total Zone A plus Res (from above)   89,529  Used 



Remaining Available pre-UCSF max retail allocation 90,471  



UCSF Block 36-39 Allocation   40,000  



Remaining Available which FOCIL has sold to GSW 50,471  leasable square feet 













From: Olea, Ricardo
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:29:38 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image002.png


I don't think it's a good idea to be adding uncontrolled ped crossings of multiple lane
streets. Raised crosswalks are more typical for lower volume, narrower crossings, not
manor streets. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 11:00 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Ricardo,
 


This is the southeast corner of the proposed arena at TFB and 16th Street.  The sponsor is
proposing a tabled pedestrian crossing somewhere in the area of the highlighted box
below.  Are we ok with tabled crosswalks?  How deep could it be given the configuration of
the intersection.  Any guidance on how best to approach this, or should we just let it go?
 
emb
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Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:04:40 AM
Attachments: GSW_GHG_Checklist_052215_Final.doc


Are you still planning on writing a paragraph for the cover letter to the checklist?
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
 
Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
May 22, 2015




Project Name: Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32


Case Number, Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Case Number, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure: ER 2014‐919‐97


Project Address and Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29‐32;




Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be Met (Select one)
: LEED® Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 


Date:  May 22, 2015


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC that owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11‐acre site on Blocks 29‐32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area of San Francisco. The rectangular-shaped project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year‐round venue for a range of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences, and conventions. The mixed-use development would support office and retail uses, open space, and structured parking.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Consistency


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Yes


☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with the Commuter Benefits Ordinance because all employers within the event center and mixed use development with 20 or more employees would participate in at least one of the benefit programs as required under this ordinance. 


The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Retail and office uses are estimated to generate an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees, and individual employers with 20 or more employees would be required to comply with this ordinance.





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program either provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program, or disseminate comparable information through other generally accepted methods of communication, to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project. In addition, the project would comply with the Mission Bay Transportation Management Plan requirements.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)


			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor will pay the fees in accordance with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan requirements.





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project is located within and is consistent with the overall approved Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This Plan has identified land uses on a block-by-block basis that provides housing in proximity to commercial/industrial uses, which is consistent with the intent of this program. The Plan includes 6,400 housing units, of which over 29 percent will be affordable housing at full buildout. With respect to this specific project, residential uses are designated less than ⅟4 -mile north of the project site. 





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Yes


☐    No


  Not Applicable


			This regulation does not apply because no existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. The project consists only of construction of new buildings. 





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development would provide for a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces, including 111 Class 1 spaces within the office/retail buildings, 300 Class 2 spaces (which would be valet staffed on event days to make them Class 1 spaces), 100 Class 1 spaces in a temporary corral (as needed), and 75 Class 2 spaces for the office/retail buildings. In addition, the event center and the office/retail buildings would include showers and locker facilities. 



Based on the project's design of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, the CALGreen requirement calls for 5% of new off-street parking, or 48 bicycle spaces. Similarly, Planning Code Section 155 requires 1 bicycle space for every 20 new vehicle parking space or 48 bicycles spaces. The project would exceed these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in non-accessory parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes 586 bicycle parking spaces (including 375 Class 2 spaces) compared to 950 vehicle parking spaces, exceeding these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes a total of 21 fuel efficient vehicle (FEV) parking spaces, 30 spaces with vehicle charging stations (VCS), and 51 spaces for carpool vehicles. In the event that installation of 30 VCS parking spaces is not commercially reasonable, the project would provide 51 FEV and 51 carpool spaces. This represents 10.6% percent of the 950 total parking. exceeding the 8% requirement.





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.





			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			


			


			


			





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)


			· Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013)).






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code. The proposed development would be designed to LEED® Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of energy conservation and efficiency design features, such as high efficiency mechanical systems and lighting design, in order to comply with code requirements.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)






			· New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project would have a commissioning team performing the commissioning requirements per the Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410).





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)






			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Stormwater management features of the project include typical low impact development (LID) practices, such as filtration basins, rain gardens, and extensive green roofs, as well as unique and innovative systems, such as a filtration ring installed on the arena itself.  4% of the hardscape and impermeable surfaces of the site, including typical roofs, would be treated in SFPUC regulation filtration basins.  In addition, approximately 50,000 square feet (sf) of self-treating green roofs are included.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water fixture and fittings would reduce water consumption by a minimum of 35%. The project would utilize auto-sensor restroom lavatories, pint flush (0.125 gallons per flush [gpf]) urinals, 1.28 gpf water closets, 1.5 gpm break room sinks, and 1.5 gpm showerheads.





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.


2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project consists of new construction of commercial properties and does not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project does not include any residential uses.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)






			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf. Note: Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.  www.sfwater.org/landscape


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project would comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water efficiency features for landscaped areas include low-water use planting selections, including extensive use of sedum and allium-based green roof materials, as well as soil mix design for a high available water holding capacity.





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.





			☐     Yes



☐    No


   Not Applicable 





			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project includes only new construction and no existing commercial buildings would be retained onsite. 





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would purchase Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) equal to 70% of total electricity use for at least 2 years for those buildings ≥ 25,000 square feet.





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants would implement the requirements of San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen Building Code for recycling. The project design would include the following features: Paper, glass, corrugated cardboard, plastic, and metals would be collected on site for recycling.  Recycling bins and composting containers would be conveniently located throughout the buildings.  They would then be collected and stored near the loading dock for hauling from the site.





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. 



 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills.





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant one 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because the project's landscaping design incorporates the requirements of the South Plan Area Streetscape Master. The project would include planting of 79 street trees along Third Street, 16th Street, and future alignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, approximately every 25 feet where possible. 





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement project because the project design complies with and implements the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Light pollution reduction features of the project design include exterior lighting fixture selections that will have minimum Backlight, Uplight, and Glare (BUG) ratings as allowed by required illuminance levels.





			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)


			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMPs to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because as part of the construction specifications, the contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. The project is located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and as such, the project sponsor or its contractors would prepare and  submit a site-specific SWPPP for all construction activities. During construction, the contractors would implement best management practices (BMPs) and comply with the conditions of the approved SWPPP.





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants (including the proposed food hall) would implement and comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigerant management.








			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)


			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,


3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would comply with these requirements because the project sponsor and its tenants would require that contractors implement and comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code, which would be a condition for obtaining a building permit. 





			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504  all sections.)


			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings –- Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants – Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2.


Composite Wood – Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries). The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because if the project were to include wood burning fireplaces, the project design would implement and comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces.





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor would implement and comply with, and would require its tenants to implement and comply with, the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators. 








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Olea, Ricardo
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 8:31:11 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image002.png


Ah, I understand, it's a raised intersection at the signal, not a new midblock
crossing. Kind of what was proposed in front of Moscone on Howard. 


There are a lot of design challenges when curbs are removed - drainage, parking
transition, ADA, and safety. Would bollards be needed on the water side?  Because
this is in Port they should get involved.  It's more complicated design, more
expensive, so needs more review. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 3:47 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I don’t assume this would be uncontrolled.  The idea is to strengthen it visually to
create a stronger connection between the park and arena.  Could we consider
something like this with the arena project?
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:27 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Winslow, David; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
 
I don't think it's a good idea to be adding uncontrolled ped crossings of multiple lane
streets. Raised crosswalks are more typical for lower volume, narrower crossings, not
manor streets. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 11:00 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Ricardo,



mailto:Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

http://www.sfmta.com/

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com









 


This is the southeast corner of the proposed arena at TFB and 16th


Street.  The sponsor is proposing a tabled pedestrian crossing somewhere
in the area of the highlighted box below.  Are we ok with tabled
crosswalks?  How deep could it be given the configuration of the
intersection.  Any guidance on how best to approach this, or should we
just let it go?
 
emb
 
 
 
<image001.jpg>
 
 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Zhu, Karen (CPC)
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Ko, Yvonne


(CPC); Torres, Rosa (ADM); Talwar, Amit (ADM); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Request reimbursement for public notices advertisement -record ID 2014.1441E GSW Event Center and Mixed-


Use Development
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:41:56 AM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
advertisement_2014.1441E.pdf
OCII_Q3 FY 1415.pdf
GSW_Q3 FY 1415.pdf
GSW_Q2 FY 14 15_2nd notice.pdf


Hi Sally,
 
Attached please find an invoice for the reimbursement for public notices advertisement for the
above project.  The total balance due is $8,748.00. 
 
And, can you please kindly update me the payment status for the OCII & GSW related projects?  The
outstanding fees are listed as below:
 
 
                                                                Outstanding Balance                      Covered Period


OCII Projects                      $25,877.36                                           1/1/2015-3/31/2015
GSW Projects                    $60,747.28                                           10/1/2014-12/31/2014
GSW Projects                    $62,170.86                                           1/1/2015-3/31/2015
GSW Advertisement      $8,748.00                                             billed today


                Total                                      $157,543.50       
 
 
 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you.
 
Karen Zhu
Finance Division
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6408│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: karen.zhu@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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COUA. ID 	
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 



May 28, 2015 



Ms. Sally Oerth 
Deputy Director 
OCI’ 
One South Van Ness Ave, 5th  Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



DEPARTMENT 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



RE: Reimbursement for Public Notices Advertisement 
Record ID 2014.1441E 
GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Dear Ms. Oerth, 



Attached please find an invoice for an outstanding balance of $8,748.00 for the above project. 
Supporting documents are attached for your reference as well. 



When you receive payment from the Project Sponsor, please kindly deposit the check to our 
expenditure account - Index Code 295013 and Sub-Object 03581. Or you may forward the 
check to Planning for deposit (Attention: Karen Zhu). 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen. zhusfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



S 



Finance\ 1f Manager 



C.C. 	Rosa Tones, Accounting Supervisor, OCII 
Catherine Reilly, Project Manager, OCII 
Wade Wietgrefe, Planner, Planning 
Brett Bollinger, Planner, Planning 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Invoice # 05282015 



Invoice Date 05/25/2015 



Invoice Due Date A.S.A.P. 



1650 Mission St. 
Sue 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 TO 



OCII 



One South Van Ness Ave, 5  1Floor 



San Francisco, CA 94103 



Attn: Sally Oerth 



INVOICE 



FROM 



Planning Department 



Record # 



Record Alias 



Application Name 



Application Address 



Application Submitted Date 



2014.1441E 



Reimbursement for Public Notices Advertisement 



GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission 



Bay Blocks 29-32 



n/a 



5/19/2014 



Invoice Notes: 



Please deposit the check to our 
	



Balance Due $8,748 
expenditure account 295013- 	 Total Amount Paid $0.00 
03581. Thank you. 	 Net Balance Due $8,748 



www. sfplan n ng.org  











LEGAL ADVERTISING 



INVOICE 
Invoice Number 



B2749607 



Date 



5/8/2015 



Customer Account Number 
1124124420 
Customer Payment Reference 



Special Project 



DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 
CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 



P.O. Box 54026 LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA 90054-0026 
PHONE: (213) 229-5300 FAX (213) 229-5481 



FEDERAL TAX ID:95-4133299 



W  1000 



Ordered by: 
VIRNALIZA BYRD 
CCSF PLANNING DEPT 
1650 MISSION ST #400 



SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 USA 



For payment processing, please forward to: 	Page 1 of 1 



VIRNALIZA BYRD 



CCSF PLANNING DEPT 



1650 MISSION ST #400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 USA 



flhIF uPON RECEIPT 



Type Order No Description Amount 



Invoice B2749607 PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 
DPN DISPLAY PUBLIC NOTICE - 1 
62206 SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10% 8,74800 
05/07/2015 



LEGAL SECTION-DISPLAY AD 	CAMERA READY 



$3.75 * 324 lines * 8 col * 	insert 	 9,720.00 



Publication 	 -972.00 



RECEIVED - 



MAY 12  2019~~(44~- 
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 



DEPT. OF CITY PLANNING 
ADM I N! STRATION 



’PLEASE PROCESS FOR PAYMENT IMMEDIATELY. DUE UPON RECEIPT. 	Total: 8748.00 I 
Payment: I 	 0.00 	I 



Please make check payable to: Daily Journal Corporation 	 Please Pay: I 	8,748.00 



Please detach and return this portion with payment. To Invoice Date Invoice Number Customer Number 
ensure proper credit to your account, please write your 5/8/2015 B2749607 1124124420 
customer number on your check. If you have any 



questions about your account, please call III 	I 	II 	IIll II 	II 	IIfI 	Ill II II I 	II 	II 	II 
4152962456. 



*A000003756907* 



Government Advertising - Division 1124 Please Pay 	 8,748.00 



DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION VIRNALIZA BYRD  
CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU CCSF PLANNING DEPT 
ATTN: ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 1650 MISSION ST #400 
P0 BOX 54026 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 USA LOS ANGELES, CA 90054-0026 











SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 
	



This space for filing stamp only 



835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
Telephone (415) 314-1835 I Fax (510) 743-4178 



VIRNALIZA BYRD 



CCSF PLANNING DEPT 
	



EXM#: 2749607 



1650 MISSION ST #400 



SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94103 



PROOF OF PUBLICATION 



(2015.5 C.C.P.) 



State of California 
County of SAN FRANCISCO 	) ss 



Notice Type: DPN - DISPLAY PUBLIC NOTICE - 1 PUB 



Ad Description: 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; I am 
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above 
entitled matter. I am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in 
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a 
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of 
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of 
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 410667. That the notice, of which 
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire 
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit: 



05/07/2015 



Executed on: 05/07/2015 
At Los Angeles, California 



I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 



III IM II II II II liii 	III II II II II I II 
*A000003755595* 











PuBmcNoncEs SAN FRANcIsco CALL: 415-314-1835 
SAN MATEO CouNTY: 650-556-1556 
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Office of Community 	,,, N 	 EDWIN Nut LEE Mtvor 



Investment and Infrastructure 



	



(Successor to the San Francisco /� 	
Mara Rosales Chat 



Redevelopment Agency) 1 	.. 	 Mtsei B otos 
- 	 Martly Mondejat 



	



One South V.-Ness Avenue \.. 	 ’ 	Darshan Singh 



	



San Francisco CA 94103 	0 	� 



	



415 749 2400 	
Tiffanv Bohee Executive Dttecto 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: May 4, 2015 
Case No.: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



(OCII): 
ER 2014-919-97 



Planning Department: 2014.1441 E 
Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at 



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 
Zoning MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan 



- Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay South Project 
Area Height Zone 5 



Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29- 
32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 
Project Sponsor/ 
Applicant: GSW Arena LLC 



David Kelly 
(5 10) 986-2200 
dkelly@warnors.com  



Lead Agency: OCLI 
Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCIl �(415)749-2580 



sally.oerthsfgov.org  



THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 
6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR ORTHE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 
DESCRIBED IN THE FIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET 
FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 T021186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW. 



PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000� 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 



Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through 
Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 



§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in 



certain regions of the state that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing 



with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) requires that the 
environmental impacts of development projects be identified and 
mitigated. 



(c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and 
comment on the environmental impacts of  project and to participate 
meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for 
potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the 
state that would replace old and outmoded facilities with new job-
creating facilities to meet those regions’ needs while also establishing 
new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues 
generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer 
financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs 
during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once 
they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement 
nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce 
traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and 
fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to 
other comparable projects in the United States. 



(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented 
streamlining benefits under the California Environmental Quality Act 
for projects that provide the benefits described above for a limited 
period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the 
following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a 



person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes 
a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees. 



(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership 
project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 
that is one the following: 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, 



or recreational use project that is certified as LEED silver or 
better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These 
projects must be locatedon an infill site. Fora project that is within 
a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable 
communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in 
effect. the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
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designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies 
specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph 
(2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government 
Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization’s 
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the 
alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 



(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity 
exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste 
incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures 
products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy 
generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c) ’Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by 
employees, visitors, or customers of the residential, retail, commercial, 
sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by 
the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify 
a project as an environmental leadership development project eligible for 
streamlining provided pursuant to this chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 



§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the 
Governor for certification that the leadership project is eligible for 
streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall supply evidence 
and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on 
the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the 
public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to 
this chapter. 



§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter if all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred 



million dollars ($100,000,000) in California upon completion of 
construction. 



(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing 
wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent 
jobs for Californians, and helps reduce unemployment. For purposes 
of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will 
receive at least the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type 
of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial 
Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If 
the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include 
this requirement in all contracts for the perfonnance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of  



greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from 
employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources 
Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) 
of the Health and Safety Code. 



(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable 
agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this 
division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of 
approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable 
by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In 
the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, 
as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and 
enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in 
hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the 
appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, 
in a forrri and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the judicial Council pursuant to 
subdivision (f) of Section 21185. 



(I) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the 
administrative record for the project concurrent with review and 
consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and 
manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 



§21184. 
(a) The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to 



this chapter if it complies with the conditions specified in Section 
21183. 



(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a 
determination that each of the conditions specified in Section 
21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible 
for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall 
sLibmit that determination, and any supporting information, 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and 
concurrence or nonconcurrence. 



(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee shall concur or nonconcur in 
writing on the determination. 



(C)If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee tails to concur 
or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 
days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be 
certified. 



(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and 
certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines 
issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 
of the Government Code). 



§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to 
establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, 
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review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental 
impact report for an environmental leadership development project 
certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any 
potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification 
of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 



§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the 
administrative record for a leadership project certified by the Governor 
shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative 



record pursuant to this division concurrently with the administrative 
process. 



(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record 
shall be posted on, and be downloadable from, an Internet Web site 
maintained by the lead agency commencing with the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report 
and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency 
in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d) A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant 
after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report 
that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to 
the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five business 
days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to 
be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make 
any comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic 
format within five days of its receipt. 



(0 Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not 
in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment 
into a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to 
the public in that format. 



(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted 
to or relied on by the lead agency that were not prepared specifically 
for the project and are copyright protected are not required to be 
made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these 
documents available in an electronic format no later than the date of 
the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within five 
business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead 
agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which 
hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within 
five days of its approval of the project. 



(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved 
by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a 
party disputing the content of the record shall file a motion to augment 



the record at the time it files its initial brief. 
(j) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in 



subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6. 



§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership 
development project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the 
applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no less than 12-point type 
stating the following: 



"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER 
CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE 
PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE FIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 
DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET 
FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 



The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required 
for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 21092. 



§21188. 
The provisions ofthis chapter are severable. Ifany provision of this chapter 
or its application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any 
other provision or application that can he given effect without the invalid 
provision or application. 



§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this 
chapter affects the duty of any party to comply with this division. 



§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified 
by the Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and 
is no longer valid. 



§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 
2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice. 



§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that 
date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 



Date 	 Tiff 	4o e, Executive Director 



� 	
. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



April 20, 2015 



Catherine Reilly, Project Manager 
OC II 
One south Van Ness Ave, 51h  Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



1650 Mission St. 
Sue 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 
415.558.6378 



Fax: 



Subject: 	OCI! Projects - Fee Collection for Q3, FY 14-15 (1/1/2015-3/31/2015) 	
415.558.6409 



Planning 



Dear Ms. Reilly, 	 Information: 
415.558.6377 



Attached please find a detail Time Accounting Cost Report for the following accounts listed of staff 
time spent on OCIl projects. The total amount is $25,877.36 covered period 1/1/2015-
3/31/2015. 



Account # Account Name Hours Cost 
2007.0946E_14 Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 75.50 $10,032.43 



20101847CWP OCII Design Transbay 57.25 $7,033.66 



2013.0005U Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Review 11.75 $1,415.99 



2013.0196U Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 1.25 $150.64 



2014.0748E 4101 Third Street 1.50 $125.37 



2014-000652GEN OClI 4101 3rd Street 1.00 $120.51 



2014-000693GEN OCII Design General 6.50 $783.32 



2014-000696GEN OCII Design Transbay B1k9 0.00 . 	$0.00 



2014-000697GEN OCII Design BIk 8 1.00 $120.51 



2014-000698GEN OCII Design Transabay BIk 5 3.75 $451.91 



2014-000699GEN OCIL Env. Transabay BIk 5 16.75 $2,068.19 



2014-000789CWP OCII Design Transbay B1k9 0.00 $0.00 



2014-000790CWP OCII Design Transbay BIk 1 1.50 $180.77 



2014-000953GEN OCII Transbay BIk 1 ENV 12.00 $1,377.00 



2014-002651GEN OCII Transbay BIk 1 Design Review 5.75 $692.93 



2015-003309GEN JOCII ENV Transbay Blk8 11.25 $1,324.13 



Total  1 206.75 $25,877.36 



This letter is to inform you that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment to our index code 
290225 and sub-object 49997. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen.zhu@sfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



Sincerely, 



Keth DeMartini 
Finance & IT Manager 



C.C. 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 











Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate 	NAME 	 Hours 	Cost NOTATION 



2007.0946E_14 Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 	Contact: 
	



Tiffany Bohee 



Bill Wycko 
01/29/2015 Bill Wycko 2.50 $450.85 document drafting 



2.50 $450.85 



Joy Navarrete 
01/05/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.50 $214.38 Addendum 3 calls and drafting 
01/06/2015 Joy Navarrete 2.00 $285.84 internal meeting and drafting Addendum 3 
01/07/2015 Joy Navarrete 3.00 $428.76 meeting at OCII and drafting addendum 
01/08/2015 Joy Navarrete 3.00 $428.76 meetings and drafting 
01/0912015 Joy Navarrete 2.50 $357.30 addendum 3 
01/12/2015 Joy Navarrete 3.00 $428.76 meeting, drafting 
01/13/2015 Joy Navarrete 2.00 $285.84 addendum 3 
01/14/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.00 $142.92 Records Request 
01/15/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.00 $142.92 sunshine request 
01/20/2015 Joy Navarrete 4.00 $571.68 OCII informational hearing 
01/26/2015 Joy Navarrete 2.00 $285.84 meeting at GGU 
01/29/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.50 $214.38 Gilman Avenue addendum coordination 
02/04/2015 Joy Navarrete 3.00 $428.76 community re: dust control plan 
02/17/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.00 $142.92 scheduling meeting, reviewing documents 
02/18/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.50 $214.38 Gillman review of trafiic analysis and meeting with Bill 
02/19/2015 Joy Navarrete 2.00 $285.84 Gilman Street addendum meeting and review 
03/10/2015 Joy Navarrete 1.00 $142.92 project coordination meeting 



35.00 $5,002.20 



Randall Dean 
01/02/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 Candlestick Pt C0-2-05 - discussion w consultant re strategy 
01/12/2015 Randall Dean 3.00 $361.53 issue of approving site permit w/o completion of ATP 
01/21/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 sending various archeo reports to consultant for revision of ATP for CP-02 - CP-05 



01/28/2015 Randall Dean 3.00 $361.53 revision of ATP for CP-02 - CP-05 
02/04/2015 Randall Dean 2.50 $301.28 revision of ATP for CP-02 through CP-05 
02/05/2015 Randall Dean 3.00 $361.53 revised ATP CP-2 through CP-05 
02/09/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 consultant discussion 
02/13/2015 Randall Dean 6.00 $723.06 revision of ATP for CP-2 through CP-5 
02/23/2015 Randall Dean 2.50 $301.28 research of additional historical archeo 
02/27/2015 Randall Dean 2.00 $241.02 review of prior archeo testing 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost 



03/02/2015 Randall Dean 4.50 $542.30 
03/03/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 
03/09/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 
03/10/2015 Randall Dean 4.50 $542.30 
03/13/2015 Randall Dean 2.00 $241.02 



38.00 $4,579.38 



75.50 $10,032.43 



20101847CWP OCII Design Transbay 



Joshua Switzky 
02/04/2015 Joshua Switzky 1.00 $142.92 
02/06/2015 Joshua Switzky 1.00 $142.92 
02/12/2015 Joshua Switzky 1.00 $142.92 
02/27/2015 Joshua Switzky 2.00 $285.84 
03/06/2015 Joshua Switzky 1.00 $142.92 



6.00 	$857.52  



Maia Small 
01/14/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 
01/20/2015 Maia Small 0.75 $90.38 
01/20/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 
01/23/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 
01/28/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 
02/02/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 
02/04/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 
02/05/2015 Mala Small 4.00 $482.04 
02106/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 
02/09/2015 Maia Small 1.50 $180.77 
02/10/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 
02/11/2015 Maia Small 2.50 $301.28 
02/12/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 
02/13/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 
02/16/2015 Maia Small 3.00 $361.53 
02/17/2015 Maia Small 3.00 $361.53 
02/1712015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 
02/19/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 
02/19/2015 Maia Small 3.50 $421.79 



NOTATION 
comments & discussion-geoarcheology 
questions regarding prehistoric coring 
questions regarding prehistoric coring 
research RE omitted prehistoric sites 
additional comments on ATP 



Contact: 



mtg 
mtg 
mtg 
review 
Block 1, Block 5 



Meeting coordination and internal design review discussion 
OCII coordination 
Façade and landscape design review 
OCII coordination 
Block 5 preservation/driveway discussion with the TJPA 
Block 5 design review meetings 
Block 5 design review meetings 
Block 5 design review meetings 
Block 5 design review meetings 
Meeting with OClI and TJPA 
Block 5 - site analysis 
Block 5 - design review 
Block 5 
Block 5 
Block 5 
Block 8 
Block 5 
Block 8 
Block 5 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



02/24/2015 Maia Small 1.50 $180.77 Block 8 design review 
02/24/2015 Maia Small 4.00 $482.04 design review Block 5 
02/25/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 design review Block 5 
02/26/2015 Maia Small 2.00 $241.02 design review Block 5 
02/26/2015 Maia Small 1.50 $180.77 Block 8 design review 
02/27/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 CEQA and process discussion Block 5 
03/03/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 design review block 5 
03/09/2015 Maia Small 1.50 $180.77 Block 5 design review 
03/12/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 Block 8 design review 
03/18/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 design review 
03/19/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 Block 8 design review 



51.25 $6,176.14 



57.25 $7,033.66 



2013.0005U Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Review 	 Contact: 	 Wells Lawson 



Maia Small 
01/07/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 Design review meeting with OCII 
01/08/2015 Maia Small 0.75 $90.38 design review analysis 
01/09/2015 Maia Small 0.75 $90.38 design review comments preparation 



2.50 $301.28 



Mat Snyder 
01/28/2015 Mat Snyder 0.25 $30.13 fielded questions about Harney for OCII and MTA staff 
01/29/2015 Mat Snyder 0.50 $60.26 misc. correspondence and research on Harney 
02/02/2015 Mat Snyder 0.25 $30.13 phone 
02/04/2015 Mat Snyder 0.25 $30.13 meeting with ocii staff to discuss street cross section 
02/06/2015 Mat Snyder 1.25 $150.64 meeting with ocii, dpw, mta 
02/09/2015 Mat Snyder 0.25 $30.13 consolidate meeting notes 
02/24/2015 Mat Snyder 1.00 $120.51 review of D4D, other docs in preparation for meeting 
02/24/2015 Mat Snyder 3.00 $361.53 D4D parking and tower meeting and follow-up 
03112/2015 Mat Snyder 1.00 $120.51 prep for project coordination and follow-up 
03/26/2015 Mat Snyder 0.50 $60.26 initial review of Sub Phase applications 
03/31/2015 Mat Snyder 1.00 $120.51 additional review 



9.25 $1,114.72 



11.75 $1,415.99 



201 3.01 96U Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 Contact: 	 Wells Lawson 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 11112015-313112015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



Mat Snyder 
01/07/2015 Mat Snyder 1.25 $150.64 Phase 1 - Block 49 Design Review Meeting 



1.25 $150.64 



1.25 $150.64 



2014.0748E 4101 Third Street Contact: 	 Christine Maher 



Sandy Ngan 
02/20/2015 Sandy Ngan 1.50 $125.37 Call with project sponsor’s communication lead, received update on project, revised 



notice, distribution notice for review 



1.50 $125.37 



1.50 $125.37 



2014-000652GEN OCII 4101 3rd Street Contact: 	 Jessica Range 



David Winslow 
03/20/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 conf. call WI sponsor design review 



1.00 $120.51 



1.00 $120.51 



201 4-000693GEN OCII Design General Contact: 	 Viktoriya Mass 



David Winslow 
01/08/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 Mission Bay Block 40 Office allocation revision 
02/04/2015 David Winslow 3.00 $361.53 (2hrs) design review for UBER HO, (1 hr) 4101 third st. 
03/03/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 meeting to discuss mission bay commission hearing 
03/09/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 OCII Transbay BIk F bulk measurement mtg with city staff. 



6.50 $783.32 



6.50 $783.32 



201 4-000697GEN OCII Design BIk 8 Contact: 	 Viktoriya Wise 



Maia Small 
03/26/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 design review internal discussion 
03/26/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 schematic design review 



1.00 $120.51 



1.00 $120.51 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



201 4-000698GEN OCII Design Transbay Blk5 Contact: 	 Viktoriya Wise 



Maia Small 
03/26/2015 Maia Small 0.50 $60.26 schematic design review 
03/27/2015 Maia Small 1.50 $180.77 design discussion /open space 
03/30/2015 Maia Small 1.00 $120.51 design review 
03/31/2015 Maia Small 0.75 $90.38 design review 



3.75 $451.91 



3.75 $451.91 



201 4-000699GEN OCII Env. Transbay BIk 5 Contact: 	 Chris Kern 



Chris Kern 
03/09/2015 Chris Kern 0.50 $67.86 internal meeting reprocess 
03/11/2015 Chris Kern 0.50 $67.86 internal meetings reprocess 
03/16/2015 Chris Kern 0.50 $67.86 review draft note to file 
03/17/2015 Chris Kern 0.50 $67.86 emails re draft note to file 
03/31/2015 Chris Kern 0.50 $67.86 meeting with Sue and Wade re process 



2.50 $339.28 



Sarah Jones 
03/23/2015 Sarah Jones 0.25 $41.78 ERO review 



0.25 $41.78 



Susan Mickelsen 
02/24/2015 Susan Mickelsen 1.00 $120.51 TC with new PM; update on status; coordination emails 
02/25/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.50 $60.26 Emails; coordination of meeting 
02/26/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.25 $30.13 Internal check-in 
02/27/2015 Susan Mickelsen 1.25 $150.64 Meeting with OCII and Planning; internal check in before meeting 
03/04/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.50 $60.26 TC 
03/09/2015 Susan Mickelsen 3.50 $421.79 Review EIR, Internal mtg Director, internal meeting follow-up, emails 



03/11/2015 Susan Mickelsen 1.75 $210.89 Internal meeting; start working on document 
03/16/2015 Susan Mickelsen 1.50 $180.77 Email; draft memo; update with changes; internal conversation and tc re: same 



03/17/2015 Susan Mickelsen 1.50 $180.77 memo changes; ero assignment; internal cony re: same 
03/18/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.50 $60.26 tc to OClI 
03/23/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.75 $90.38 email; clean up file 
03/25/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.50 $60.26 email; plans; tc 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS -Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



03/27/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.25 $30.13 tc/rtc/message to OCII 
03/31/2015 Susan Mickelsen 0.25 $30.13 Question 



14.00 $1,687.14 



16.75 $2,068.19 



201 4-00079OCWF OCII Design Transbay BIk 1 Contact: 	 David Winslow 



David Winslow 
02/27/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 Block F bulk controls 



1.50 $180.77 



1.50 $180.77 



2014-000953GEN 20142051 OCII - Transbay BIk 1 Env. Contact: 	 Kansai Uchida 



Kansai Uchida 
01/06/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.75 $86.06 Shadow review 
01/09/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Wind study receipt/initial check 
01/12/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.75 $86.06 Shadow study review and consultant call 
01/29/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Consultant check-in/billing setup 
01/30/2015 Kansai Uchida 2.75 $315.56 Shadow review, comment transmittal 
02/23/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Wind review 
02/24/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Wind study review 
02/25/2015 Kansai Uchida 1.50 $172.13 Wind study review 
02/27/2015 Kansai Uchida 2.50 $286.88 Archeo coordination, wind study review, scheduling 
03/02/2015 Kansai Uchida 1.50 $172.13 OCII call, archeology update, shadow review, block 8 inquiry 
03/04/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Cumulative projects coordination 
03/05/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Consultant shadow response 
03/09/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Shadow study draft 2 initial review 
03/12/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Wind study 
03/19/2015 Kansai Uchida 0.25 $28.69 Public inquiry 



12.00 $1,377.00 



12.00 $1,377.00 



2014-002651 GEN OCII Transbay BIk 1 Design Review Contact: 	 OCII 



David Winslow 
02/12/2015 David Winslow 1.25 $150.64 internal staff design review 
03/06/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 review of clementine and proposed streetscape improvements 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS � Covered Period 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



03/11/2015 David Winslow 2.00 $241.02 clementine street design parameters 
03/18/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 design review of Clementina St 



5.75 $692.93 



5.75 $692.93 



201 5-003309GEN OCII ENV Transbay BIk 8 Contact: 	 Wietgrefe 



Michael Li 
03/30/2015 Michael Li 0.50 $60.26 Reviewed wind tunnel report. 



0.50 $60.26 



Wade Wietgrefe 
03/17/2015 Wade Wietgrefe 1.75 $205.75 



03/23/2015 Wade Wietgrefe 1.00 $117.57 
03/24/2015 Wade Wietgrefe 0.25 $29.39 
03/26/2015 Wade Wietgrefe 1.75 $205.75 
03/31/2015 Wade Wietgrefe 6.00 $705.42 



10.75 $1,263.88 



11.25 $1,324.13 



Grand Total: 206.75 $25,877.36 



coordination with OCII; review of past environmental documents in transbay 



Review of EIRJS and MMRP. Sent email 
Coordination with finance 
Coordination and preliminary review of documents 
Review FEIR/S, wind, and traffic studies. Responded to OCIl 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PQ 
	



PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



April 20, 2015 
1650 Mission St. 
Sue 400 
San Francisco, 



Golden State Warriors 
CA 94103-2479 



do Ms. Catherine Reilly, Project Manager Reception: 



OCII 415.558.6378 



1 South Van Ness, 5th  Floor Fax: 



San Francisco, CA 94103 415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



Subject: 	GSW Projects 415.558.6377 



Fee Collection for 3rd Quarter FY 14 15 (1/1/2015-3/3112015) 



Dear Ms. Reilly, 



Attached please find a detail Time Accounting Report for the following accounts listed of staff 
time spent on GSW projects. The total amount is $62,170.86 covered period 1/1/2015-
3/31/2015. 



Account # Account Name Hours Cost 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 466.50 $62,170.86 
2014-0027010FA GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 0.00 $0.00 
Total  466.50 $62,170.86 



This letter is to inform you that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment to "San 
Francisco Planning Department" and specify the project title, given above, on the check, and 
address it to 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 to the attention of Karen 
Zhu. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen.zhusfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



Sincerely, 



Ke$h DeMartini 
Fi/iance & IT Manager 



C.C. 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 
Chris Kern, Planner 
Brett Bollinger, Planner 











Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed UseDevelopment 



Bill Wycko 
03/01/2015 Bill Wycko 5.00 $901.70 
03/02/2015 Bill Wycko 2.00 $360.68 
03/04/2015 Bill Wycko 3.00 $541.02 
03108/2015 Bill Wycko 2.00 $360.68 
03/12/2015 Bill Wycko 4.00 $721.36 
03/12/2015 Bill Wycko 3.00 $541.02 



03/25/2015 Bill Wycko 7.50 $1,352.55 
03/26/2015 Bill Wycko 0.50 $90.17 



27.00 	$4,869.18 



NOTATION 



Contac Clarke Miller 



Entered time for Bill Wycko 
Entered time for Bill Wycko 
Entered time for Bill Wycko 
Entered time for Bill Wycko. 
Entered time for Bill Wycko. 
Entered time for Bill Wycko. Preparation of review comments for Warriors Arena 
Transportation 
Entered hours of work time for Bill Wycko. 
Entered hours of work time for Bill Wycko. 



Brett Bollinger 
01/05/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 Emails. Phone. Doc review 
01/06/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 Email. Conference Call. Doc Review 
01/08/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 offsite TMP/UCSF meeting 
01/12/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 Transportation docs. Email. Phone. 
01/13/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 Email. Transportation/AQ review 
01/14/2015 Brett Bollinger 5.00 $602.55 Arrival distribution discussions/emails. 
01/15/2015 Brett Bollinger 5.00 $602.55 Email. Doc review. AQ Meeting at BAAQMD 
01/20/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 Email. Phone. Document review. 
01/21/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 Email. Phone. Schedule discussion meeting. 
01/26/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 Email/Phone 
01/28/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 DEIR 
01/29/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 Trans. DEIR. 
01/29/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 Wind phone. Trans review. Mode Split. 
02/09/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIRIA 
02/10/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/11/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/12/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/17/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/18/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/19/2015 Brett Bollinger 5.00 $602.55 ADEIRIA 
02/20/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 ADEIR1A 
02/24/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 Conference call and document review 
02/25/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 ADEIR 1A other documents 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost 



03/02/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 
03/03/2015 Brett Bollinger 8.00 $964.08 
03/04/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 
03/05/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 
03/0612015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 
03/09/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 
03/10/2015 Brett Bollinger 2.00 $241.02 
03/11/2015 Brett Bollinger 4.00 $482.04 
03/12/2015 Brett Bollinger 9.00 $1,084.59 
03/17/2015 Brett Bollinger 7.00 $843.57 
03/18/2015 Brett Bollinger 7.00 $843.57 
03/19/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 
03/20/2015 Brett Bollinger 3.00 $361.53 
03/25/2015 Brett Bollinger 9.00 $1,084.59 
03/26/2015 Brett Bollinger 9.00 $1,084.59 



160.00 $19,281.60 



Chris Kern 
01/05/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 
01/06/2015 Chris Kern 5.00 $678.55 
01/07/2015 Chris Kern 7.00 $949.97 
01/08/2015 Chris Kern 7.00 $949.97 
01/09/2015 Chris Kern 7.00 $949.97 



01/12/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 
01/13/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 
01/14/2015 Chris Kern 1.00 $135.71 
01/15/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 
01/20/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 
01/21/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 
01/22/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 
01/23/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 
01/26/2015 Chris Kern 1.00 $135.71 
01/27/2015 Chris Kern 6.50 $882.12 



01/28/2015 Chris Kern 8.00 $1,085.68 
01/29/2015 Chris Kern 7.00 $949.97 
02/02/2015 Chris Kern 1.00 $135.71 



NJC’TATI(ThJ 



ADEIR lB 
ADEIR lB 
Meeting 
AQ Meeting 
ADEIR lB 
email/phone 
email/phone 
ADEIR I 
All-day ADEIR 1 B meeting at ESA 
ADEIR1 B 
ADEIR1 B 
ADEIR1 B 
ADEIR1 B 
ADEIR 1 B all-day meeting. 
ADEIR 1 B all-day meeting. 



Project management 
Project management, air quality meeting 
Project management, CEQA meetings 
Project management, meeting re sewer/stormwater infrastructure 
Project management, air quality review/meeting prep, review sewer and stormwater 
background report, SLR analysis 
project management 
project management, meeting with BAAQMD 
project management 
project management 
project management 
project management 
project management 
project management 
project management 
weekly city staff project meeting 
review ADEIR1A 
review ADEIR1A 
review ADEIR1A 
Review ADEIR1 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



02/03/2015 Chris Kern 1.00 $135.71 weekly city staff meeting 
02/03/2015 Chris Kern 1.50 $203.57 transportation team meeting 
02/04/2015 Chris Kern 1.50 $203.57 Review ADEIR1 
02/05/2015 Chris Kern 3.25 $441.06 Review ADEIR1 
02/06/2015 Chris Kern 5.50 $746.41 Review ADEIR1A. 
02/09/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 review ADEIR1A 
02/10/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 review ADEIR1A 
02/11/2015 Chris Kern 6.00 $814.26 review ADEIR1A; meeting re utilities; internal meeting re air quality 
02/12/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 review ADEIR1A 
02/17/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 Review ADEIR1A 
02/18/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 Review ADEIR1A 
02/19/2015 Chris Kern 5.00 $678.55 Review ADEIR1A 
02/20/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 project management, conference call with CEQA consultants 
02/23/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 review ADEIR1A, internal meetings 
02/24/2015 Chris Kern 1.50 $203.57 ADEIR1A comment consolidation 
02/25/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 ADEIR1A comment consolidation, project management 
02/26/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 Review ADEIRIB 
03/02/2015 Chris Kern 3.00 $407.13 review ADSEIR1B, OEWD coordination 
03/03/2015 Chris Kern 7.00 $949.97 review ADSEIR1 B, project management 
03/04/2015 Chris Kern 6.50 $882.12 review ADSEIR1 B, CEQA team meeting, project management 
03/05/2015 Chris Kern 1.50 $203.57 review ADSEIR1B 
03/06/2015 Chris Kern 2.00 $271.42 revisions to air quality offset MM and related coordination 
03/09/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 drafting and coordination re air quality mitigation measure, project management 



03/10/2015 	Chris Kern 	 4.50 	$610.70 	drafting AQ mitigation measure and related coordination; weekly City meeting; 
coordination re transportation analysis; project management 



03/11/2015 Chris Kern 4.00 $542.84 
03/12/2015 Chris Kern 8.00 $1,085.68 
03/16/2015 Chris Kern 3.50 $474.99 
03/17/2015 Chris Kern 3.75 $508.91 
03/18/2015 Chris Kern 4.50 $610.70 
03/23/2015 Chris Kern 1.00 $135.71 
03/24/2015 Chris Kern 5.00 $678.55 



03/25/2015 	Chris Kern 
	



9.00 	$1,221.39 
03/26/2015 	Chris Kern 



	
2.50 	$339.28 



review ADElRlA& 16 
ADEIR1A review work session at ESA 
review comments on ADSEIR1 B, project management 
Review ADEIR1 B, comment consolidation, revise GHG section 
review & consolidate comments on ADSEIR1 B 
review comments on ADEIR1 B, project management 
review comments in ADEIR1 B; coordination with OCII & OEWD, prep for work 
sessions 
work session to review comments on ADSEIR1 B 
consultation with CAO, coordination re AQ mitigation, project management 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 
Wrirkr1f 
	



NAME 
	



Hours 	Cost NOTATION 



03/30/2015 
	



Chris Kern 
	



1.00 	$135.71 	internal meetings re AQ mitigation; project management 
03/31/2015 
	



Chris Kern 
	



1.00 	$135.71 	project management; AQ mitigation 



	



196.50 	$26,667.02 



David Winslow 
01/28/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 office design team kick off meeting 
02/10/2015 David Winslow 0.50 $60.26 internal staff coord. mtg 
02/12/2015 David Winslow 1.25 $150.64 design review team meeting 
02/24/2015 David Winslow 0.50 $60.26 internal team coordination 
02/26/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 design review meeting with project sponsor 
03/03/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 design review mtg w/ sponsor 
03/05/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 design review mtg. w. sponsor 
03/17/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 design review of office 
03/19/2015 David Winslow 1.50 $180.77 landscape design review mtg. 
03/24/2015 David Winslow 1.00 $120.51 Internal meeting 



11.75 	$1,415.99 



Jessica Range 
01/06/2015 Jessica Range 1.00 $136.11 
01/13/2015 Jessica Range 2.00 $272.22 
01/27/2015 Jessica Range 1.00 $136.11 
01/28/2015 Jessica Range 1.50 $204.17 
01/29/2015 Jessica Range 8.00 $1,088.88 
02/11/2015 Jessica Range 0.50 $68.06 
03/12/2015 Jessica Range 2.50 $340.28 
03/19/2015 Jessica Range 1.00 $136.11 
03/24/2015 Jessica Range 2.00 $272.22 



03/25/2015 
	



Jessica Range 
	



2.00 	$272.22 



AQ meeting 
Meeting with BAAQMD 
review DEIR-1 AQ section 
review AQ section 
review AQ section of EIR 
review comments with Brett and Chris 
Off site meeting 
draft responses to questions from BAAQMD 
Review GHG section, prepare response to BAAQMD questions and general 
coordination. 
review revised impacts section for health risks and provide edits to ESA. 



03/26/2015 
	



Jessica Range 
	



1.50 	$204.17 	internal coordination and coordination with BAAQMD 



	



23.00 	$3,130.53 



Randall Dean 
02/23/2015 
	



Randall Dean 	 1.00 	$120.51 	draft ATP 
02/24/2015 
	



Randall Dean 	 2.00 	$241.02 	draft ATP 
03/02/2015 
	



Randall Dean 	 1.00 	$120.51 	draft ATP issue 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3131/2015 



Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



03/04/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 draft ATP submittal issue 
03/10/2015 Randall Dean 1.00 $120.51 draft ATP & language of IS 



6.00 $723.06 



Viktoriya Wise 
01/06/2015 Viktoriya Wise 1.00 $155.86 Internal meeting with city atty; email 
01/07/2015 Viktoriya Wise 5.00 $779.30 noon meeting with MTA to go over approach to transit service plan and mitigation 



measures; item at MTAB? Standing GSW 3-hour meeting to discuss transportation, 
hydrology and public utilities. 	In the AM, prep for the meeting; check in the Brett. 



01/10/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.75 $116.90 reviewed email correspondence and followed up with Luba, brett and jose on a few 
things. 



01/13/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.25 $38.97 Internal meeting with Tim Erney 
01/13/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.25 $350.69 Updated SBJ on the status; met with Chris and Brett to discuss the temporal 



distribution; reviewed the emails and info on the subject matter and discussed 
approach with LCW; called Kate; read email from Adam about Giants/GSW games 
solutions. 



01/14/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.25 $350.69 Conference call with consultants to discuss approach to temporal distribution and 
transit data; call with team, including Ken, to discuss schedule; general emails and 
discussions with staff. 



01/15/2015 Viktoriya Wise 3.50 $545.51 emails about the schedule and analysis of temporal distribution; call with - ken; call 
with the team; met with Chris and Brett to discuss impact statements; call with Paul 
about schedule; met with Luba to discuss structure of transportation chapter. 



01/20/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.50 $77.93 reviewed the temporal distributions and talked with Jose 
01/22/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.25 $38.97 Discussed schedule with Brett 
01/27/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.25 $38.97 touched base with Chris; phone conversation with Clarke 
01/28/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.50 $77.93 met with brett to give guidance on next list of to do items; updated chris kern on 



transpo and he updated me on utlis 
02/02/2015 Viktoriya Wise 1.00 $155.86 Put together the agenda for Wed meeting and discussed the approach with Luba; 



left messages for team members about meeting and call with Adam. 



02/03/2015 Viktoriya Wise 1.50 $233.79 emails and prep for meeting the next day 
02/04/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.50 $389.65 review what luba sent and the revised travel demand model; email to team; 



conversation with Jeff; etc. 
02/04/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.00 $311.72 Internal transportation meeting 
02/10/2015 Viktoriya Wise 0.75 $116.90 Meeting with Brett to go over outstanding items; discussion with Chris about 



transportation and overall ERO review 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS - Covered 1/1/2015-3/31/2015 
Workdate NAME Hours Cost NOTATION 



02/18/2015 Viktoriya Wise 1.00 $155.86 Meeting with Bill, chris and brett 
02/18/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.00 $311.72 Performance standard draft; several calls with luba and email to team. 



02/22/2015 Viktoriya Wise 3.50 $545.51 replied to mit measure comments from carli and luba about peds; reviewed the 
pedestrian analysis luba sent and gave back comments; revised the mit measure for 
TSP and drafted the ped mit measure; sent an email about ped measure to the 
team. 



02/26/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.00 $311.72 email with Luba; talked with MTA about transit; conference call with Ken; later 
conference call with Adam, City atty, and rest of team. 



02/27/2015 Viktoriya Wise 2.25 $350.69 talked with adam on the phone; got the section and put together 3-page summary of 
impacts in prep for meeting with Mayor and his meeting with UCSF. 



35.00 	$5,455.10 



Virnaliza Byrd 
03/01/2015 	Virnaliza Byrd 5.00 $363.85 	Entered time for Bill Wycko 



5.00 $363.85 



Wade Wietgrefe 
03/05/2015 	Wade Wietgrefe 2.25 $264.53 	Prep for and attend meeting regarding AQ 



2.25 $264.53 



466.50 $62,170.86 



Grand Total: 466.50 $62,170.86 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



SECOND NOTICE l650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 



April 20, 2015 CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 
415.558.6378 



Golden State Warriors 
Fax: 



do Ms. Catherine Reilly, Project Manager 415.558.6409 
OCII 



th I South Van Ness, 5 	Floor 
Planning 
Information: 



San Francisco, CA 94103 415.558.6377 



Subject: 	GSW Projects 
Fee Collection for 2d  Quarter FY 14 15 (10/1/2014-12/31/2014) 



Dear Ms. Reilly: 



Enclosed is a copy of the bill that we sent you on February 18, 2015. To date we 
have no record that this bill has ever been paid. The bill requested payment for 
the GSW projects reviewing by our staff during 10/1/2014-12/31/2014. There is an 
outstanding balance of $60,747.28. Please refer to the attached Time Accounting 
Costs Report. 



This letter is a second notice that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment 
to "San Francisco Planning Department" and specify the project title, given above, 
on the check, and address it to 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 
94103 to the attention of Karen Zhu. 



In the event that you do not send payment in full within 30 days from this letter’s 
date, the balance will be forwarded for collection to the Bureau of Delinquent 
Revenue. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please do not hesitate to 
contact Karen Zhu at (415) 558-6408 or Karen.zhu@sfgov.org . 



Sincerely, 



 



lKith=DeMartini  
V  Finance Manager 



cc: 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 











,4OUN \  



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 



February 18, 2015 



Golden State Warriors 
do Ms. Catherine Reilly, Project Manager 
OCIL 
I South Van Ness, 5 1 Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



Subject: 	GSW Projects 
Fee Collection for 2’ Quarter FY 14 15 (10/1/2014-12/31/2014) 



Dear Ms. Reilly, 



Attached please find a detail Time Accounting Report for the following accounts listed of staff 
time spent on GSW projects. The total amount is $60,747.28 covered period 10/1/2014-
12/31/2014. 



Account # Account Name Hours Cost 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 758.75 $60,729.96 



2014-0027010FA GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 0.25 $17.32 



Total  759.00 $60,747.28 



This letter is to inform you that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment to "San 
Francisco Planning Department" and specify the project title, given above, on the check, and 
address it to 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 to the attention of Karen 
Zhu. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen.zhusfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



Sincerely, 



Finance & 



C.C. 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 
Chris Kern, Planner 
Brett Bollinger, Planner 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 











Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed UseDevelopment Contact: 	Clarke Miller 



BBOLLING 
10/01/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 585.33 Y Meeting and prep. TMP review. 
10/02/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 585.33 Y TMP review. Transit service plan coordination. EIR emails/phone 
10/03/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 351.20 Y TMP review 
10/06/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 351.20 Y TMP comments 
10/08/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 702.40 Y Meeting prep. Meetings. IS review. TMP comments review 
10/09/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 234.13 Y Email. IS consolidation 
10/14/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.05 Y Email. Phone. Meeting Prep 
10/15/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.05 Y Meetings and prep. emails. phone 
10/16/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y SB743. 
10/20/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Meeting prep. Email/phone correspondence 
10/27/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y email and phone correspondence 
10/27/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Meeting with Trans Consultants 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Discussproject events over last two weeks in my absence. 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 0.75 90.38 Y Email/Phone 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Discussproject events over last two weeks in my absence. 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Emails/phone correspondence 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Archeo meeting. 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Emails/phone correspondence 
11/06/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Review IS comments 
11/06/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y mtg 
11/10/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y Review IS/NOP comments. Other project CEQA issues. Phone. Email. 
11/12/2014 BBOLLING 8.00 964.08 Y Initial Study review session at ESA 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Transit Meeting 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Newspaper Ad 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Transit Meeting 
11/14/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y NOA, NOC. Email. 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 1.50 180.77 Y Review 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y NOP/IS 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 Y Review 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 Y Review 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 1.50 180.77 Y Weekly City Hall GSW Meeting 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Email, phone and review of revised GSW schedule 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 Y Schedule 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



11/19/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y 
11/19/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y 
11/20/2014 BBOLLING 2.50 301.28 Y 
11/20/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y 
11/25/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 723.06 Y 
12/02/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y 
12/02/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y 
12/03/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y 
12/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.50 301.28 Y 
12/08/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y 
12/09/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 723.06 Y 
12/10/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y 
12/11/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y 
12/12/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y 
12/15/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y 
12/16/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y 
12/17/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y 
12/22/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y 
12/23/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y 
12/30/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y 



156.25 18,747.06 



CKERN 
10/01/2014 CKERN 4.00 581.64 Y 
10/02/2014 CKERN 4.00 581.64 Y 
10/06/2014 CKERN 1.00 145.41 Y 
10/07/2014 CKERN 1.00 145.41 Y 
10/08/2014 CKERN 5.00 727.05 Y 
10/09/2014 CKERN 3.00 436.23 Y 
10/17/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 2.00 271.42 Y 
10/21/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 Y 
10/21/2014 CKERN 2.50 339.28 Y 
10/22/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 Y 



NOTATION 



review 
Info needs. Phone/email, meeting cooridnation 
Meeting-Project Info 
Email/Phone correspondence 
Travel Demand Memo and TMP/Meeting 
TMP Meeting prep and attendance 
TMP/Trans Impact Statement review 
Meeting and meeting prep. 
Scoping meeting 
Scoping Meeting prep/review 
Meeting and prep 
Storm/Waste-Water Meeting 
Meeting 
Scoping Meeting prep/review 
Email/Phone/Document review 
Email/Phone/Document review 
Meetings. prep. 
PD review 
PD review 
Emails/Document review 



project management/review documents/meeting 
projetc management/review documents 
project management 
project management 
project management/meetings/review documents 
project management/review and consolidate comments 



Phone calls re project description changes. 
coordination re SFPUC comments on Draft IS 
Email/Phone Correspondence 
Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
Project management; conference call re SFPUC admin draft IS Comments 
internal meetings, conference call with project team, project management 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate 	USER NAME 	 Hours 	Cost Billable NOTATION 



10/23/2014 	CKERN 	 2.00 	271.42 Y 	coordination with SFPUc and consultants re Utilities analysis; project 
management 



10/27/2014 CKERN 1.50 203.57 	Y 
10/28/2014 CKERN 7.00 949.97 	Y 
10/29/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
10/30/2014 CKERN 8.00 1,085.68 	Y 
10/31/2014 CKERN 3.50 474.99 	Y 
11/03/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
11/04/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
11/05/2014 CKERN 6.00 814.26 	Y 
11/10/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 



11/12/2014 CKERN 8.50 1,153.54 	Y 



11/13/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
11/18/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/19/2014 CKERN 1.50 203.57 	Y 
11/20/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 



11/24/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/25/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/26/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/01/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/02/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
12/03/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/10/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/15/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
12/16/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/17/2014 CKERN 7.50 1,017.83 	Y 



12/18/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/22/2014 CKERN 9.00 1,221.39 	Y 
12/23/2014 CKERN 7.00 949.97 	Y 



internal project management; coordination wiht consultants 
Review IS Admin Draft 2 
review IS admin draft 2 
Review admin draft IS 2 & related coordination 
Coordination with OCII, CAO, and consultants re IS admin draft 2. 
coordination with OCII, CAO, Consultant, Sponsor re arche resources 
Review admin draft IS 
review admin draft IS 2 
review comments from OCII, CAO and GSW on IS Draft2. Coordination with 
consultants re IS review sessions. Coordination with OCII re scoping meeting. 
work session at ESA to finalize IS; internal coordination re NOP publication 
process 
finalize IS/NOP 
coordination re schedule 
review and coordination re schedule for EIR 
meeting re DEIR info needs and schedule; follow up coordination with 
consultants, OCII, DPW and SFPUC 
coordination/project management re infrastructure requirements for project. 
Project management 
project management 
project management 
Project management 
CEQA team meeting; project management 
scoping meeting 
CEQA team meeting 
prep for scoping meeting 
Meetings re infrastructure requirements and schedule 
meeting re schedule 
review ADEIR1 PD section 
project management, meeting at OEWD, CEQA team meeting, review 
ADEIR1 
CPC info hearing, review ADEIR1 
Review ADEIR1 sections and project management 
review ADEIR1 and project management 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



12/24/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 Y review ADEIR1 and project management 
12/29/2014 CKERN 8.00 1,085.68 Y review ADEIR1 & TMP correspondence 
12/30/2014 CKERN 9.00 1,221.39 Y review TMP & project management 



160.50 21,956.06 



DWINSLOW 
10/02/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 167.22 Y team mtg. wsponsior 
10/06/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y coordination and review 
10/07/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y meeting 
10/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y weekly mtg. 
10/16/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 114.74 Y design review and coord. mtg 
10/21/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
10/21/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
11/06/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y design review meeting 
11/07/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y coordination 
11/13/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Newspaper Ad 
12/08/2014 DWINSLOW 3.50 421.79 Y informational hearing calenar description and memo 
12/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y hearing memo/exec sumamry. briefing director, team coord 
12/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y coord. 
12/11/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y hearing document prep 
12/12/2014 DWINSLOW 3.00 361.53 Y hearing prep and coord. 
12/15/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y hearing prep and coord. 
12/16/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y hearing prep 
12/17/2014 DWINSLOW 3.00 361.53 Y hearing prep and coord 
12/18/2014 DWINSLOW 6.00 723.06 Y hearing prep and attendance 



34.50 4,111.19 



EWATTY 
10/01/2014 EWATTY 0.50 75.66 Y Reviewed project appvl list. 



0.50 75.66 



JRANGE 
10/22/2014 JRANGE 0.50 68.06 Y AQ meeting with consultants 
12/17/2014 JRANGE 2.50 340.28 Y Internal meeting and review of draft AQ impacts and AQ impact EIR 



discussion. 



3.00 408.33 



JSWITZKY 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



10/16/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.91 Y mtg 
11/06/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y mtg 
11/13/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y Newspaper Ad 
11/20/2014 JSWITZKY 2.00 285.84 Y Email/Phone correspondence 
11/25/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y coordination 
12/09/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y review 
12/18/2014 JSWITZKY 1.50 214.38 Y info hearing 



8.00 	1,143.35 



RDEAN 
10/21/2014 RDEAN 5.00 602.55 Y review of IS and research of background material; project was not submitted 



for PAR review nor archeological scoping previously per standard EP 



10/24/2014 RDEAN 5.50 662.81 Y review of draft IS and background material 
10/27/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y Comments on I.S. 
10/28/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y Comments on I.S. 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y teleconference regarding comments 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y teleconference regarding comments 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y teleconference regarding comments 
11/07/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y comments on revision of archeo sub-section 
11/14/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y discussion about archeo mit measure, etc. 
11/17/2014 RDEAN 1.50 180.77 Y review, comments, revisions of SOW for ATP 



17.50 2,108.93 



VMASS 
10/01/2014 VMASS 3.50 529.62 Y Team meeting and emails. 
10/02/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 Y met with Brett; baseline analysis and meetings with Sarah; call with Jose; etc. 



10/05/2014 VMASS 3.00 453.96 Y TMP review 
10/06/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 Y Conference call with OCII and consultants about No Project alternative; sent 



bb comments on TMP and other emails from GSW. 
10/09/2014 VMASS 1.25 189.15 V Discussion with Chris about schedule (appeals, etc.); email from Brett and 



with Jose/Luba; etc. approved billing for quarter. 



10/10/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 V Started IS review 
10/13/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y Reviewed the Initial Study 
10/14/2014 VMASS 2.25 350.68 V finished IS review and met with Chris and Brett to discuss the 6 or so main 



comments; email to MTA about curb management for post event; call with 
Erin Miller. 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



10/15/2014 VMASS 3.50 545.51 Y 
10/27/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
10/30/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/04/2014 VMASS 4.50 701.37 Y 
11/05/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 



11/07/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
11/10/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 1.75 272.76 Y 



11/13/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
11/14/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y 
11/14/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/16/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 
11/18/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/19/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/20/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 



11/23/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 
11/24/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 



11/25/2014 VMASS 0.25 38.97 Y 
11/25/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
11/30/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
12/01/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 



12/02/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 



NOTATION 



transportation meeting; team meeting for IS comments; email 
Conference Call with Luba, Jose and Brett 
Meeting with Chris to discuss Archeology; email response to Jose. 
Reviewed Initial Study 
Met with Chris and Brett to go over Initial Study comments and outstanding 
items for publication. 



Reviewed J. Malamut comments; general email. 
Conference call with Luba 
Initial Study review session at ESA 
Reviewed the revised Archeo section 
Reviewed the revised PD for initial study including comments from staff, OCII 
and project sponsor; went over all the various emails from last week. 



Meeting with MTA and LCW/Jose 
IS war room meeting 
Meeting with Randall; call with GSW about scope 
Screencheck Review 
Schedule 
email exchanges 
Project team meeting to go over outstanding information needs, particularly 
around transportation 



Review of the Travel Demand Memo and draft email to City Atty 
email to chris about budget; email to brett about my comments; call with 
Adam; email to City Atty 



call with Adam and Ken 
call with Jose and Luba to finalize the Travel Demand Memo 
Review of the TMP in anticipation of meeting on Tuesday 
Call with Julie and Jeff to discuss Transit Service Plan issues (saturday, with 
giants, 2020 model); read email from City Attorney; follow up email to 
jose/Iuba/brett 



finished reviewing the TDM plan and had a team meeting with MTA; followed 
up by a short meeting with jose/Iuba/brett to discuss Transit Service plan items 



12/04/2014 	VMASS 	 2.00 	311.72 Y 	regular meeting - discussed GHG, alternatives and Transportation section 
organization; 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



12/04/2014 VMASS 1.50 233.79 Y 



12/08/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
12/10/2014 VMASS 2.50 389.65 Y 
12/11/2014 VMASS 1.00 155.86 Y 
12/12/2014 VMASS 0.25 38.97 Y 
12/16/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
12/16/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
12/17/2014 VMASS 3.00 467.58 Y 
12/18/2014 VMASS 1.00 155.86 Y 



78.50 12,179.39 



458.75 60,729.96 



2014-0027010FA GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 



NOTATION 
Reviewed the document organization for transportation impacts and discussed 
with Brett briefly; call to Luba. 
Call about the Travel Demand Memo 
Team meeting and meeting with Chris about schedule 
conference call with brett and consultants 
John Malamut email exchange 
did some research on candlestick to see if we can use the same approach 
call with John Malamut about TSP approach; called adam; updatec Chris 
team meeting; meeting with sarah to discuss TSP appraoch 
read some emails and watched the commission hearing; followed up with 
chris about pile driving and visual sims 



Contact: BAY JACARANDA NO 2932 LLC 



AHUISMAN 
12/12/2014 	AHUISMAN 	 0.25 



	
17.32 Y 
	



created record only for billing purposes 



	



0.25 
	



17.32 



	



0.25 	17.32 



Grand Total: 
	



459.00 	60,747.28 
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:26:45 PM
Attachments: Final Changes to TMP TDM Measures and Mit Measure.docx


ATT00001.htm


Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27
percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees
and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all
tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· AllowEncourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center employees:


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only.


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:2][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [2: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 







Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:3] These strategies could include the following: [3: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements withcooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensivenon-auto modes are encouraged.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:4] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [4: 	] 



The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate as a member of notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) and to notify at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains, and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.











Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 26, 2015, at 12:13 PM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> wrote:

Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.











continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 








From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Karen Lancelle; Danielle Dowler
Subject: RE: GSW AB 900 files
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:34:42 PM


Weird. I did receive the email anyway. I will let you know if I have any issues downloading the zip
files. Thanks.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Karen Lancelle; Danielle Dowler
Subject: FW: GSW AB 900 files
 
Chris and Brett; I noticed Karen just sent the ESA DeliverIt to your “onmicrosoft.com” extensions and
not your sf.gov extensions, so I am reforwarding to your sf.gov extensions
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Karen Lancelle 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:29 PM
To: Brett.Bollinger@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com; Chris.Kern@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Danielle Dowler
Subject: GSW AB 900 files
 
Hello,
 
Please find the AB 900 files, split into two folders due to file size, at the two links below. Each link is
to a zipped folder containing a portion of the AB 900 record as well as the index of the files. As long
as the index and the subfolders (such as “Draft SEIR References” and “AB 900 Documents”) are at
the same level in the same parent directory, the links in the index will work.
 
AB900_Files_1.zip


AB900_Files_2 (2).zip


 
Please let us know if you have any trouble downloading the materials. The links in this email will
work for 14 days.
 
Regards,
 
Karen Lancelle
Associate
ESA | Water
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612
510.839.5066 main | 510.839.5825 fax
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klancelle@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
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From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW Ads
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:33:30 PM


Hey Thanks Brett.
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:28 PM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: GSW Ads
 


For Wednesday June 3rd newspaper publication:
1.        AB900 5 page add, in 12pt font (same as last time).
2.        DEIR Newspaper Ad


 


For Friday June 5th newspaper publication:
1.        DEIR Newspaper Ad


 
I will be at ESA tomorrow finalizing the EIR for the project. For any questions regarding the ads, I can
be reached by email or my cell (415) 244-1189.
 
Thanks.
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 2:22:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.24_Helipad_Lighting_Revised_Mit_V2.docx
Importance: High


Chris/Catherine:
 
Are you ok with the edits the sponsor has recommended?  We think we can work with these.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:56 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Joyce
Cc: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller;
Sekhri, Neil; David Kelly; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
 
Please see attached for GSW redline of Impact TR-9d and associated mit M-TR-9d (Event Center
Exterior Lighting Plan). We’ll wait on your review and OK.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);
WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
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Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and green roofs and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings, would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting





Routine lighting:


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building- or pole pole-mounted that areand shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized lighting:


The event center and/or cCertain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, Based on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely have an undue adverse impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed] and OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and laser light shows, that have not been subject to prior review by the FAAOCII (or its designated representative) in consultation with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed]


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area 


· locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of other planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Eickman, Kent
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary


Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:15:45 AM


Use my cell: 415 2989071
thakns
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas
McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce; WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Revised Helipad Subsection
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 6:31:49 PM
Importance: High


Clarke/Kate/Mary M./Whit and Chris K:
 
I just sent you via ESA DeliverIt the revised (with track-changes) SEIR helipad subsection (located at
the end of the WORD document). All other transportation-related portions of the section shaded in
gray are currently being revised by Luba and will be provided separately.
 
I also sent you the four helipad figures. Figure 5.2-26 was revised as recommended by UCSF to
acknowledge that the UCSF Alternative helicopter routes were now used for arrival and departure,
and we removed the word “Preferred” in the figure title.  Figure 5.2-29 was revised to present a
more refined representation of the event center footprint and roof heights.  
 
We can discuss more tomorrow.  Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: AB900 Notice
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:36:15 AM


Thanks, Catherine.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:14 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: AB900 Notice
 
Here you go.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Dang, Herb
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Aldhafari, Bassam (DPW)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 6:45:39 AM


Unknown as to the date of completion of all needed fixes to prevent dry weather flow from entering
the wet weather box, currently.
 
WWE is currently talking to MTA about joining a project with MTA at a site “Sewer Line Replacement
at SFMTA Islais Creek Bus Facility” 
 
The other know point of restriction is at the Mariposa dry weather pump station influent sewer
restriction. The project to fix this issue is currently starting up and will be finished by fall 15.
Two other projects will then integrate the current fixes will be started in spring 2017 completed fall
2017.
 
Herb
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:11 PM
To: Eickman, Kent; Dang, Herb; Aldhafari, Bassam
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Importance: High
 
Hi Kent, Herbert, and Bassam
Can one of you please provide a response ASAP to the following question:
 


·         What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the Mariposa Pump
Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using wet
weather facilities?


 
We need this information today for the Warriors Arena EIR.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Beth Goldstein [mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
I think the question is: What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the
Mariposa Pump Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using
wet weather facilities?
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And its hard to follow the email trail below but I believe the answer is that by connecting
the 10" sanitary FM to the 20" wet weather FM, the dry weather pumping capacity
increases to 3.5 MGD but that there is still use of the wet weather sump...to avoid use of
the wet weather sump during dry weather there is a gravity 12" sewer main on Mariposa
btwn 3rd St and the PS that needs upsizing as well...the former project to be completed
mid/late 2016, the latter no set date pending inclusion in the MTA project...


 


But I would definitely recommend confirming this with Kent or Herb or Bassam...Thanks!
Beth


 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Chris,
 
I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If what he's referring to as the
Third Street work is needed to achieve the 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump
Station, we need to know when it will be completed if it's not part of the MTA Project. This is key to
the impact analysis for the Mariposa sub-basin. Could you help get this answer?
 
Thanks,
 
Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris" <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>,
Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Paul Mitchell"
<PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert" <rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig"
<CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather flow which is a
regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
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Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281
 
 


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the
Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul
Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS
work be done this summer?
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Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Myall, Hilde (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: June Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:48:24 PM
Attachments: June 11, 2015 MBCAC Agenda DRAFT HM.docx


Hi Catherine,
My head is full of snot, I’m calling it a day.  I hope that we have a little time tomorrow before you go. I’m really in
denial here that it will be your last day. J
 
I have a couple of questions for you re the June CAC agenda. I picked Lila’s brain a bit, and she answered what she
could.
 
Re the Waterfront Transportation Assessment – it’s the assessment for a ferry to the GSW area? Is that Adam? Is the
expectation that Adam will be coming to the CAC regularly to provide updates on the Warriors? Or am I supposed to
pick his brain and give the update best I can?
 
Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee – I take it this is a semi-defunct committee that
Corinne is hoping to revive? Who would be updating? It’s a committee sponsored by whom?
 
I’ve emailed Seth to confirm he wants to bring the Potrero Power Plant plans.
 
A draft agenda is attached (and saved in MB CAC). 
 
Thanks!
 
Hilde Myall
Senior Development Specialist
Real Estate & Development Services
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
  Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue - 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
415.749.2468
hilde.myall@sfgov.org
http://www.sfocii.org
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 7:58 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Myall, Hilde (CII); Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Subject: June Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Per Curbed, UBER has released it's Mission Bay building designs: 
http://sf.curbed.com/archives/2015/05/27/shop_architects_uber_hq_will_arrive_in_approximately_one_million_minutes.php?
utm_campaign=issue-37328&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Curbed+SF


Have you seen them?  Is the day care real?  Can we get them to come to the June MBCAC meeting?


Also, Seth Hamalian would like to come to the June CAC meeting to present the NRG Potrero Power Plant plans.


Would also like to include update on Waterfront Transportation Assessment and Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation
Coordinating Committee


Will talk to you separately about the Off the Grid plans for food trucks on 4th Street - 


Thanks,


Corinne
(415) 902-7635
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1. Introductions and Announcements – 5 minutes





2. Discussion Item:  Presentation on Block 26-27 Uber Global Office Proposed Design  – Uber – 20 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by representatives from Uber and Alexandria Real Estate on the proposed Project, located on Block 26-27.





3. Discussion Item:  Presentation on the NRG Potrero Power Plant Plans – MBDG  – 20 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by OCII staff on the RFP that has been released to identify a non-profit developer for an 101-affordable unit project on Block 3 East to serve formerly homeless veterans and families.  





4. Action Item:  Expanding Interim Uses in Mission Bay Commons  with Proposed pop-up shipping container day spa by SOAK– MBDG – 20 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by MBDG …





5. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Update  - 10 minutes


· Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) – Monthly OCII staff update on project - will not include the project sponsor nor any design presentation.  Please note key upcoming dates for the project are: [Who is giving this update? Adam? Sally? Me? Any news? Sounds like main thing is that the SEIR will be out. Should there be a presentation on that?]


· 5/19/15 OCII Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan - we have decided to combine the entire site into one workshop, so there will be NO presentation on 6/2/15.


· 5/28/15 Planning Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Waterfront Transportation Assessment update


· 6/3/15 (estimated): Release of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)


· 6/30/15 OCII Commission:  Hearing on the Draft SEIR





6. Mission Bay Development Group (MBDG) Update – 5 minutes 





7. Chair Update - 5 minutes





8. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 5 minutes





Thursday, June 11, 2015 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community – Creek Room


225 Berry Street





AGENDA


Please see attached map for location of projects
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Opportunities for Public Comment are provided after CAC member discussion of each agenda item.  Pursuant to the Brown Act, the CAC limits the amount of time allocated for each speaker on particular issues to no more than 3 minutes.





Room Directions: Please note that we meet in the Creek Room at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the room is off the promenade along the creek, at the back of the building, near the library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King)



Contact: Lila Hussain, Asst. Project Manager at 415-749-2431 or at lila.hussain@sfgov.org for more information about Mission Bay 


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, 749-2400
















From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Michael Keinath; Catherine Mukai; Paul Mitchell
Subject: UCSF comments on alternatives, AQ issues
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 6:40:07 PM


Hi Jessica,
We just received some comments from UCSF, and it includes a couple of AQ
questions that we need your help:


       At page 7-35, the EIR uses 100 per million as the lifetime excess cancer risk at off-site receptors
rather than 10 per million.


       Table 7-17 uses the 10 per million threshold for PM2.5 emissions for an annual average.


Both Michael and Catherine at ENVIRON think that UCSF might have concern
because the City thresholds are not the same as the BAAQMD thresholds.  Can
please let us know how to respond to UCSF's concern, including any additional text
needed in the SEIR?


    Thanks,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kate Aufhauser


(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: LAO concurs with AB 900 determination
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 6:54:46 PM
Attachments: SMFC067697150526105700.pdf


Chris, Catherine,
Please see the attached letter regarding LAO’s recommendation to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee to concur with the Governor.
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: AB900 Notice
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:14:25 AM
Attachments: GSW Mission Bay Draft Notice of Environmental Leadership Development Project (ELDP)_FINAL.docx


Here you go.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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                                                         	     EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair


Miguel Bustos


Marily Mondejar


Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
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 (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)


Date:	May 4, 2015


Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): 
   ER 2014-919-97
Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres


Project Sponsor/	


Applicant:	GSW Arena LLC 


	David Kelly
(510) 986-2200
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII


Staff Contact:	Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580
sally.oerth@sfgov.org 











THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.






[bookmark: _GoBack]PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC
Division 13.  ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3]
(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.)





Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011





§21178.


The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:


(a) 	The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state that rate exceeds 13 percent.


(b) 	The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.


(c) 	The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts.


(d)	There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions.


(e) 	These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer financing.


(f)	These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating.


(g)	These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project.


(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects in the United States.


(i) 	The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.





§21180.


For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:


(a) 	"Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.


(b) 	"Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following:


(1) 	A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.


(2) 	A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion.


(3)	A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean alternative fuel vehicles.


(c) 	"Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.





§21181.


This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this chapter prior to January 1, 2016.





§21182.


A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter.





§21183.


The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the following conditions are met:


(a) 	The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.


(b) 	The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.


(c)	The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.


(d) 	The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.


(e) 	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 21185.


(f) 	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project.





§21184.


(a) 	The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183.


(b) 	(1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial review.


(2) (A)	If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence.


(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination.


(C)	If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified.


(c) 	The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code).





§21185.


On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.





§21186.


Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner:


(a) 	The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this division concurrently with the administrative process.


(b)	All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report.


(c)	 The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.


(d) 	A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.


(e) 	The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt.


(f) 	Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to the public in that format.


(g) 	Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


(h) 	The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of the project.


(i) 	Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief.


(j) 	The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6.





§21187.


Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following:


“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”





The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092.





§21188.


The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.





§21189.


Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of any party to comply with this division.





§21189.1.


If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid.





§21189.2.


The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.





§21189.3


This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date.





     Date	Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director





__________________________			
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: AB900 Notice
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:14:37 AM
Attachments: GSW Mission Bay Draft Notice of Environmental Leadership Development Project (ELDP)_FINAL.docx


Here you go.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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                                                         	     EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair


Miguel Bustos


Marily Mondejar


Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)


Date:	May 4, 2015


Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): 
   ER 2014-919-97
Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres


Project Sponsor/	


Applicant:	GSW Arena LLC 


	David Kelly
(510) 986-2200
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII


Staff Contact:	Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580
sally.oerth@sfgov.org 











THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.
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Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011





§21178.


The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:


(a) 	The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state that rate exceeds 13 percent.


(b) 	The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.


(c) 	The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts.


(d)	There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions.


(e) 	These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer financing.


(f)	These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating.


(g)	These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project.


(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects in the United States.


(i) 	The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.





§21180.


For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:


(a) 	"Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.


(b) 	"Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following:


(1) 	A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.


(2) 	A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion.


(3)	A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean alternative fuel vehicles.


(c) 	"Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.





§21181.


This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this chapter prior to January 1, 2016.





§21182.


A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter.





§21183.


The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the following conditions are met:


(a) 	The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.


(b) 	The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.


(c)	The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.


(d) 	The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.


(e) 	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 21185.


(f) 	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project.





§21184.


(a) 	The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183.


(b) 	(1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial review.


(2) (A)	If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence.


(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination.


(C)	If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified.


(c) 	The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code).





§21185.


On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.





§21186.


Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner:


(a) 	The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this division concurrently with the administrative process.


(b)	All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report.


(c)	 The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.


(d) 	A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.


(e) 	The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt.


(f) 	Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to the public in that format.


(g) 	Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


(h) 	The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of the project.


(i) 	Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief.


(j) 	The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6.





§21187.


Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following:


“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”





The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092.





§21188.


The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.





§21189.


Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of any party to comply with this division.





§21189.1.


If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid.





§21189.2.


The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.





§21189.3


This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date.





     Date	Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director





__________________________			
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) (CII); Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Danielle Dowler
Subject: RE: request for EIR
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:35:11 PM


Sally, in the email below you requested that we send a hard copy of the DSEIR to
 


Ruben Santiago
P.O. Box 56631
Hayward, CA 94545-6631


 
However, we likely won’t be able to mail a hard copy of the DSEIR to a P.O. box number.  Will you be
able to provide a physical mailing address, or we can send a copy to OCII, and he can pick it up
there. Just let me know, thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:30 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: FW: request for EIR
 
Please add to the hardcopy list for the EIR.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Oerth, Sally (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:15 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: request for EIR
 
Hi Catherine – as we discussed, here is the mailing address of the gentleman who requested a hard
copy of the draft EIR be sent to him once published. Could you pass this on to the EIR team? Thanks
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Ruben Santiago
P.O. Box 56631
Hayward, CA 94545-6631
 
_____________________________________
Sally Oerth
Deputy Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103


Phone: 415.749.2580
Fax: 415.749.2585


 








From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);


Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 6:05:53 PM


Thanks Bill.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 28, 2015, at 3:06 PM, "wyckowilliam@comcast.net"
<wyckowilliam@comcast.net> wrote:


Adam,


I will be out of town (and communication) for most of June and available
only from June 16-19.  Since that overlaps with the week Lori wanted a
follow-up meeting with UCSF, please keep me informed about that
scheduling.  I think Luba will be gone by then and Jose within a couple of
weeks of his vacation, but I can try to coordinate then or tomorrow before I
leave.


Bill Wycko


From: "Adam Van de Water (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Jose I. Farran
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 9:48:30 AM
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking lots
after publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location, hours
of operation, capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose, before you
leave for a well-deserved vacation, can you put together a list of data needs and
associated timelines to keep us on schedule?


Thanks,
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Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of "Mansfield, Robert (GHS)"
Robert.Mansfield@ucsf.edu [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: RE: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:39:37 AM


Sorry to create another email, but I second what Diane says – was not a big basketball fan
(till the playoffs).  However, the additional revenue generated would certainly be
welcome.  We can’t have improvements without generating some money somewhere to
pay for them. 


I think we have learned from the experience with the Giants that we cannot allow the
team management’s responsibility to end at the gate – they need to be responsible for the
affected neighborhood surrounding the site.  (This could also apply to the new
development the Giants are planning.)   I do think both these organizations are willing to
be good neighbors, we just need to help them with some good ideas and firm
commitments.


Robert Mansfield


From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
[mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On Behalf Of Pauline Le
paulinele@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 8:38 AM
To: Diane Amato
Cc: Sean Karlin; SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W


 


Good to ask questions.  


If it helps, we're quite excited about the Warriors moving back to SF.


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:18 AM, Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com  [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the BART
system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 


All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for them.
Why does San Francisco need this? 


Anyone?


Pax.


Sean Karlin
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Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


--


Pauline Le
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Posted by: "Mansfield, Robert  (GHS)" <Robert.Mansfield@ucsf.edu>
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.
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);


Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:06:20 PM


Adam,


I will be out of town (and communication) for most of June and available only from
June 16-19.  Since that overlaps with the week Lori wanted a follow-up meeting with
UCSF, please keep me informed about that scheduling.  I think Luba will be gone by
then and Jose within a couple of weeks of his vacation, but I can try to coordinate
then or tomorrow before I leave.


Bill Wycko


From: "Adam Van de Water (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)" <jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 9:48:30 AM
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking lots after
publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location, hours of operation,
capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose, before you leave for a well-deserved
vacation, can you put together a list of data needs and associated timelines to keep us on schedule?


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:34:55 PM


Hi Bill,
Evidently, Luba has a different understanding of the outcome of the discussion last Thursday. I’m
copying her, Adam and SFMTA staff on this message in the hope that we can bring this discussion to
a close tomorrow.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Chris,
 
I was there all day and don't remember any discussion of dropping substantive TDM
requirements.  Perhaps others discussed this in advance and treated this as a done
deal.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Viktoriya Wise (MTA)" <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>,
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)"
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam
Van de Water (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06:46 PM
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final agreement
on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the TDM strategies to be
included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the second Transportation work session
that was scheduled for last Friday because there was no need for further discussion. The revised
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TDM strategies contained in the version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the
revisions that we all agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, we can discuss
this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  We decided on
Thursday to eliminate this measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the
attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that
would actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs
to include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
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Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27
percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees
and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all
tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share
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percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 
 
 








From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);


Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:06:21 PM


Adam,


I will be out of town (and communication) for most of June and available only from
June 16-19.  Since that overlaps with the week Lori wanted a follow-up meeting with
UCSF, please keep me informed about that scheduling.  I think Luba will be gone by
then and Jose within a couple of weeks of his vacation, but I can try to coordinate
then or tomorrow before I leave.


Bill Wycko


From: "Adam Van de Water (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)" <jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 9:48:30 AM
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking lots after
publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location, hours of operation,
capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose, before you leave for a well-deserved
vacation, can you put together a list of data needs and associated timelines to keep us on schedule?


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 4:02:34 PM


Here is one more, too long to write.  Page 5.2-60; please add highlighted bullet:


6.   Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide
additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan
was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins
and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle
services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park).
The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and
three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-
10 and described below:


  Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the
16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the
East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Pre-event, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle
would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus
stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The
shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer
locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the
38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be
located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop
would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.  


Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event
center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom , Fremont, and
Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building shuttle would
be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the
bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Overlapping Events Shuttle would provide additional Muni Special Event Shuttles between key Market
Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between
Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni
service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and
anticipated start and end times).


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
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SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: Miller, Erin
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:48 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck


thanks all!


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: Paul Mitchell [PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck


Thanks, Erin, I am cc:ing Luba/Jose, Chris K. and Joyce on your email.
 
-Paul
 
 
From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett
Subject: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
 
 
Paul,
 
I wanted to send this comment electronically because my mark up on the print may be confusing.  I
made a note on 5.2-267, in reference to an edit I recommend for 5.2-276.  I have cut and pasted the
sentences that I would like to edit, and highlighted my recommended changes in CAPITAL BLUE.  I
want to be clearer about the RRP process, and I want to restate the potential benefits of metered
parking.  If you have any questions, I've also looked at this with Brett on the printcheck copy.


 







If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-
street parking in their neighborhoods, THEY COULD WORK WITH THE SFMTA TO ESTABLISH A
NEW OR EXPAND THE EXISTING RPP X AREA. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential
neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area,
EXTENDING THE WEEKDAY RPP REGULATIONS UNTIL 10 P.M., reducing all non-residential on-
street parking to two hours, increasing weekday midday enforcement, AND/OR INCREASING THE
SUPPLY OF METERED PARKING SPACES IN STRATEGIC LOCATIONS.


 
Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration
 
Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)








From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:33:51 PM


My understanding mirrors Chris’s below.  Happy to discuss after tomorrow’s session as needed.


Adam
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:07 PM
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com);
Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Importance: High
 
Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final agreement
on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the TDM strategies to be
included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the second Transportation work session
that was scheduled for last Friday because there was no need for further discussion. The revised
TDM strategies contained in the version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the
revisions that we all agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, we can discuss
this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
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buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  We decided on
Thursday to eliminate this measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the
attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that
would actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs
to include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
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Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27
percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees
and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all
tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 
 








San Francisco
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(subscription)


JD Supra (press
release)


From: Google Alerts
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Google Alert - warriors arena san francisco
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:00:27 AM


warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  May 27, 2015


NEWS


Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the Warriors
San Francisco Chronicle (subscription)
“Having the Warriors (in the city) is fine,” she said. ... The message from the
group, which included Robertson, San Francisco biotech founding father ...


Flag as irrelevant


The 411 on the New 415 Location of the Golden State
Warriors
JD Supra (press release)
Starting next year, however, construction will begin on the Warriors' new
stadium in the Mission Bay area of San Francisco with completion
scheduled ...


Flag as irrelevant


You have received this email because you have subscribed to Google Alerts.
Unsubscribe


 Receive this alert as RSS feed


Send Feedback
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:37:20 PM


Thanks, Erin, I am cc:ing Luba/Jose, Chris K. and Joyce on your email.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett
Subject: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
 
 
Paul,
 
I wanted to send this comment electronically because my mark up on the print may be confusing.  I
made a note on 5.2-267, in reference to an edit I recommend for 5.2-276.  I have cut and pasted the
sentences that I would like to edit, and highlighted my recommended changes in CAPITAL BLUE.  I
want to be clearer about the RRP process, and I want to restate the potential benefits of metered
parking.  If you have any questions, I've also looked at this with Brett on the printcheck copy.


 


If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-
street parking in their neighborhoods, THEY COULD WORK WITH THE SFMTA TO ESTABLISH A
NEW OR EXPAND THE EXISTING RPP X AREA. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential
neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area,
EXTENDING THE WEEKDAY RPP REGULATIONS UNTIL 10 P.M., reducing all non-residential on-
street parking to two hours, increasing weekday midday enforcement, AND/OR INCREASING THE
SUPPLY OF METERED PARKING SPACES IN STRATEGIC LOCATIONS.


 
Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration
 
Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:06:52 PM
Importance: High


Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final agreement
on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the TDM strategies to be
included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the second Transportation work session
that was scheduled for last Friday because there was no need for further discussion. The revised
TDM strategies contained in the version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the
revisions that we all agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, we can discuss
this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  We decided on
Thursday to eliminate this measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the
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attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that
would actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs
to include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27
percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees
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and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all
tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 
 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: early access to conference room tmrw
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:11:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.18_BCSD_D4D_Area_Exclusions_V_To_OCII.pdf


Here is the SF submission. Talk to you tomorrow.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: early access to conference room tmrw
 
Sounds good.  Thanks all.  Guessing I will need to look at the SF before then.  Kate, I am going to go
over your stuff with you live.  Clarke – could you please resend me the SF stuff so it jumps up to
where I can find it?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:39 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: early access to conference room tmrw
 
Yes, thanks for the instructions, Paul.
 
Catherine – Kate can be there at 8:15am, so you two can start then and I’ll join closer to 8:30am.
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DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT EXCLUSIONS 
GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 
May 18, 2015 



Updated from previous (March 2015) 











Mission Bay South Design for Development 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development (DforD) serves as the primary documentation for all design standards and guidelines governing projects in the Mission Bay South Plan 
Area. By setting forth goals and requirements for such building elements as height and bulk, massing, streetwalls, and curb cuts, the DforD seeks to establish a cohesive and dense 
urban fabric in the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco.  



  



Dfor D Gross Floor Area / Adjusted Gross 



The DforD defines “Gross Floor Area” (GFA, also called “Adjusted Gross Area”) for purposes of project planning and design and project approvals. The total and cumulative development 
commercial/industrial area attributable to a proposed project is presented in several forms before the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, including a Major Phase 
application and a Basic Concept/Schematic Designs package, to verify a project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Notably, the DforD definition of GFA varies from that used by agencies in the City of San Francisco, including the San Francisco Planning Department. As set forth in the DforD, Section 
II, Definition of Terms, GFA is defined as “the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings,” including most areas of a building as commonly measured for a 
building’s “True Gross” (constructed) area.   



However, the definition also lists areas to be excluded from any calculation of GFA. These include (but are not limited to) certain other basement, cellar, and attic spaces; penthouses, 
cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment located at the top of a building; “ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service”; or certain outdoor 
spaces such as arcades, plazas, walkways, and porticos.  



For a full definition of GFA, including a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



DforD Leasable Area 



“Leasable Area” calculations provide an additional metric for certain tracking purposes within the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, including the tracking of total retail 
spaces developed in the Mission Bay South Plan Area for compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Under the DforD, leasable area is calculated based on the definitions contained in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association (BOMA) publication, “Standard Methods For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” The final calculations usually represent a small reduction in area from the Gross Floor Area.  
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Introduction 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











Design for Development Exclusion Categories 



For a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



#1: Basement/Cellar Space 



#2: Attic Space 



#3: Mechanical Penthouse 



#4: Intermediate Floor/Mechanical / Ops 



#5: Outside Stairs 



#6: Parking/Loading/Driveways 



#7: Public Arcades, Plazas, Walkways 



#8: Balconies, Decks, Terraces 



#9: Residential-Serving Elevators 



#10: Window Bays 



#11: Ground Floor Circulation & Service 



#12: Restaurants & Retail Under 5,000sf 



#13: Interior Open Space 



#14: Child Care Facilities 



#15: Cultural/Educational/Religious Space 
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DforD Exclusion Categories 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development on Blocks 29-32 



The Golden State Warriors organization proposes to develop an approximately 11-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29-32) in 
the Mission Bay South Project Area. The project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center, which would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team 
during the National Basketball Association (NBA) season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. In addition, the site would include substantial mixed-use development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, 
plaza areas, and other amenities.  
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Description 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Plan 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Elevations 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



West Elevation 



South Elevation 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Site Elevations 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



East Elevation 



North Elevation 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary (OCII Design for Development) 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Building 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Parking/ 



Loading Area4 



Outside 



Stairs5 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces6 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service7 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k8 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL                     



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 0 0 719 0 0 0 3,220 see below 4,206 



Event Center 776,862 84,287 25,029 40,489 0 5,711 5,375 73,465 see below 542,506 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 10,091 0 1,452 0 0 0 9,293 see below 293,282 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 10,445 0 1,452 0 0 0 7,676 see below 252,595 



Parking/Loading 470,450 0 0 0 470,450 0 0 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 104,823 25,029 44,112 470,450 5,711 5,375 93,654 0 1,092,589 



              
Max allowable Commercial/Industrial OCII Gross is 1,103,544 



RETAIL                     



Gatehouse Retail 3,397             see above 3,005 392 



Event Center Retail 3,463             see above 3,463 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154             see above 8,438 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526             see above 7,955 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833             9,230 9,850 12,753 



South St. - Retail 8,712             0 8,712 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093             0 6,093 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,230 47,516 50,432 



                Max allowable BOMA Leasable Retail is 50,471 
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Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Leasable Floor Area Summary (BOMA) 



Building 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Total OCII Area 



Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)1 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



BOMA Leasable 



Exclusions (Sq. Ft.)2 



BOMA Leasable Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.)3 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL           



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 3,939 4,206 1,724 2,482 



Event Center 776,862 234,356 542,506 56,200 486,306 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 20,836 293,282 13,737 279,545 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 19,573 252,595 14,431 238,164 



Parking/Loading 470,450 470,450 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 749,154 1,092,589 86,092 1,006,497
4 



    



RETAIL           



Gatehouse Retail 3,397 3,005 392 337 55 



Event Center Retail 3,463 3,463 0 0 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154 8,438 19,716 0 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526 7,955 17,571 0 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833 19,080 12,753 1,007 11,746 



South St. - Retail 8,712 8,712 0 0 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093 6,093 0 0 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 56,746 50,432 1,344 49,088
5 



1
 Area listed is exempt per Mission Bay South Design for Development Gross Floor Area Exclusions #01 - #12 



2
 Area listed is excluded per the 1996 BOMA publication, "Standard Method For Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings“ 



3
OCII tracks the maximum total Leasable square feet of development allowed under the Redevelopment Plan within Mission Bay South, shown on the most recent tracking sheet 



obtained from OCII, dated November 5, 2014, included in the Appendix. 
4
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Commercial Industrial square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 1,044,636 Leasable square feet. 



5
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Retail square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 50,471 Leasable square feet.  











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 



 











Golden State Warriors Area Matrices 



The following analysis contains floor area calculations for each section of the Blocks 29-32 site considered Commercial/Industrial area. First, it lists the True Gross (Constructed) area of 
a building or buildings by elevation, or level. The total True Gross figure represents all buildable area shown in design drawings to date.  



Next, each sheet denotes area “subtractions,” based on the exclusions outlined in the DforD’s definition of GFA. The list of possible exclusions is drawn directly from the DforD, and each 
subtraction represents an adjustment to the measuring tool for area on site; however, the total True Gross area of the structure as it will eventually be built does not change. Instead, the 
final Adjusted Gross Floor Area serves as the primary mechanism for tracking the project’s design approvals in accordance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. It also helps 
monitor compliance with the square footage purchased from FOCIL-MB (or subsequent developers*) for the Blocks 29-32 site. 



Finally, the same sheets also show further area “subtractions” to account for spaces excluded from the BOMA definition of Leasable Area. The resulting Leasable Area may be used to 
describe the area of usable commercial space for an eventual tenant.  



*The Golden State Warriors entered into a purchase agreement with an affiliate of salesforce.com for the Blocks 29-32 parcels in 2014. Salesforce.com previously purchased the land 
and development rights from Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc.  
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Commercial / Industrial Development 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Event Center 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Event Center at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Outside Stairs4 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces5 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service6 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k7 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



0 213,313 84,287 0 0 0 0 0 0 129,026 



50 23,949 0 0 359 1,450 0 9,572 0 12,568 



100 103,128 0 0 20,468 2,713 286 13,422 741 65,498 



200 149,022 0 0 2,431 1,548 0 50,471 2,722 91,850 



300 76,362 0 0 4,559 0 0 0 0 71,803 



400 36,734 0 0 5,166 0 0 0 0 31,568 



500 123,221 0 0 6,908 0 0 0 0 116,313 



600 13,438 0 0 223 0 1,241 0 0 11,974 



650 25,029 0 25,029 0 0 0 0 0 0 



700 16,129 0 0 375 0 3,848 0 0 11,906 



TOTAL 780,325 84,287 25,029 40,489 5,711 5,375 73,465 3,463 542,506 











EVENT CENTER  



Level 000 – Event Level (-6’-0” / -10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
84,287 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 050 – Entry Plaza (+0’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



359 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,450 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9,572 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 100 – Mezzanine (+10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



20,468 



#05 Outside Stairs 2,713 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
286 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
13,422 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
741 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 200 – Main Concourse (+26’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



2,431 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,548 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
50,471 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,722 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 300 – Suite Level (+39’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



4,559 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 400 – Loge Level (+51’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



5,166 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 500 – Upper Concourse (+63’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



6,908 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 600 – Bayfront Terrace (+76’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



223 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
1,241 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER  



Level 650 – AHU Mezzanine (+87’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



25,029 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 700 – Bayfront Terrace Ballroom (+97’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



375 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
3,848 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: South St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



South Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (A) 5,138 5,138 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 4,953 4,953 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 19,289 0 132 7,773 3,439 7,945 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 33,812 0 132 1,520 3,032 29,128 



LEVEL 3 42,867 0 132 0 1,967 40,768 



LEVEL 4 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 5 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 6 45,911 0 132 0 0 45,779 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  314,118 10,091 1,452 9,293   293,282 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 28,154       8,438 19,716 



TOTAL 342,272 20,182 2,904 18,586 8,438 312,998 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
7,773 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,439 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
1,520 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,032 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,967 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



16TH Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground 



Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (B) 5,275 5,275 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 5,170 5,170 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 17,548 0 132 5,317 2,956 9,143 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 24,747 0 132 2,359 2,817 19,439 



LEVEL 3 28,208 0 132 0 2,182 25,894 



LEVEL 4 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 5 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 6 39,344 0 132 0 0 39,212 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  272,168 10,445 1,452 7,676   252,595 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 25,526       7,955 17,571 



TOTAL 297,694 10,445 1,452 7,676 7,955 270,166 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
5,317 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,956 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,359 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,817 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 



2,182 
 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Gatehouse 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Gatehouse at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations1  



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service2 



Restaurants / Retail 



< 5k3 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
BOMA Deductions 



BOMA Leasable 



Area 



B100 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



0 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



50 4,963 457 2,443 1,412 651 651 0 



100 3,237 262 483 1,593 899 507 392 



200 2,482 0 0 0 2,482 337 2,145 



TOTAL 11,542 719 3,220 3,005 4,598 2,061 2,537 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level B100 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 000 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 050 – Grade Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



457 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,443 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,412 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 100 – Plaza Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



262 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
483 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,593 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 200 – Broadcast Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 











18 May 2015 45 



GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Parking/Loading 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Parking/Loading at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level Gross Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) Parking/ Loading Area1 
OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



P3 173,054 173,054 0 



P2 228,590 228,590 0 



P1 68,806 68,806 0 



TOTAL 470,450 470,450 0 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



173,054 



PARKING/LOADING 



P3 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



228,590 



PARKING/LOADING 



P2 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



68,806 



PARKING/LOADING 



P1 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 











Gross Floor Area Exclusions for Retail Spaces 



Like Commercial/Industrial development, Retail development in the Mission Bay South Plan Area is described in the DforD’s definition of GFA, which lists specific exclusions that may be 
netted out of the project’s officially reported total retail square footage. These exclusions are intended to encourage small pads for multiple local retailers by limiting total occupied square 
feet per use to 5,000, and by limiting the retail pad to no more than 75% of the combined area of a building’s ground floor plus the ground level on-site open space associated with that 
building. Exclusions may only be applied if the retail is comprised of diverse uses (personal services, restaurants, retail sale of goods), to create an active, urban street environment.*  



Unlike Commercial/Industrial development, however, the total retail development proposed for any project is measured using the retail’s leasable area, defined per BOMA as described 
above. This allows the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to compare proposed retail developments to the overall cap on retail in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, which 
is similarly measured by leasable area.  



*Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal 
services, restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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Retail Development 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Food Hall Retail 



Food Hall Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



000 86 0 0 86 86 
0 



100 15,658 9,230 1,783 4,645 210 4,435 
200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 5,318 0 4,855 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 31,833 9,230 9,850 12,753 1,007 



11,746 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 100 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9230 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



1,783 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 200 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



3,212 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 300 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



4,855 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



TFB Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 6,093 0 6,093 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 6,093 0 6,093 0 0 



0 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 100 – Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



6,093  
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: South Street Retail 



South St Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 0 0 0 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 300 – South Street Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



8,712 
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Retail Summary 



Combined Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



0 86 0 0 86 86 



0 
100 21,751 9,230 7,876 4,645 



210 
4,435 



200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 14,030 0 13,567 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 46,638 9,230 24,655 12,753 1,007 



11,746 



Level 100  Level 200  Level 300  











APPENDIX 











Section II. Definition of Terms, p. 11-13 



Floor Area, Gross: 



  



The sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the centerlines of walls separating two buildings. 
Where columns are outside and separated from an exterior wall (curtain wall) which encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged that the curtain wall is clearly separate from 
the structural members, the exterior face of the curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each floor shall also be counted. 



  



A Except as specifically excluded in this definition, “gross floor area” shall include, although not be limited to, the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space, including tenants’ storage areas and all other space except that used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Elevator shafts, stairwells, exit enclosures and smokeproof enclosures, at each floor; 



 3 Floor space in penthouses except as specifically excluded in this definition; 



 4 Attic space (whether or not a floor has been laid) capable of being made into habitable space; 



 5 Floor space in balconies or mezzanines in the interior of the building; 



 6 Floor space in open or roofed porches, arcades or exterior balconies, if such porch, arcade or balcony is located above the ground floor or first floor of occupancy 
 above basement or garage and is used as the primary access to the interior space it serves; 



 7 Floor space in accessory buildings, except for floor spaces used for accessory off-street parking or loading spaces as described herein, and driveways and 
 maneuvering areas incidental thereto; and 



 8 Any other floor space not specifically excluded in this definition. 
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DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











B “Gross floor area” shall not include the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Attic space not capable of being made into habitable space; 



 3 Elevator or stair penthouses, accessory water tanks or cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself, if located at the top of the building or separated therefrom only by other space not included in the gross floor area; 



 4 Mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas, necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself (i) if located at an intermediate story of the building 
 and forming a complete floor level; or (ii) if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor level, provided that the mechanical equipment, 
 appurtenances  and areas are permanently separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an average floor as determined by the 
 Redevelopment Agency 



 5 Outside stairs to the first floor of occupancy at the face of the building which the stairs serve, or fire escapes; 



 6 Floor space used for accessory off-street parking and loading spaces and driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto; 



 7 Arcades, plazas, walkways, porches, breezeways, porticos and similar features (whether roofed or not), at or near street level, accessible to the general public and not 
 substantially enclosed by exterior walls; and accessways to public transit lines, if open for use by the general public; all exclusive of areas devoted to sales, service, 
 display, and other activities other than movement of persons;   



 8 Balconies, porches, roof decks, terraces, courts and similar features, except those used for primary access as described in Paragraph (a)(6) above, provided that: 



  a) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is less than 15 feet in either dimension, the area shall not be excluded from 
  gross floor area unless it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project not more than two feet from the face of the 
  building wall). 



  b) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high), or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is 15 feet or more in both dimensions, (1) the area shall be excluded from 
  gross floor area if it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project no more than two feet from the face of the  
  building wall), and (2) the area may have roofed areas along its perimeter which are also excluded from gross floor area if the minimum clear open space 
  between any such roof and the opposite wall or roof (whichever is closer) is maintained at 15 feet (with the above exceptions) and the roofed area does 
  not exceed 10 feet in depth; (3) in addition, when the clear open area exceeds 625 square feet, a canopy, gazebo, or similar roofed structure without 
  walls may cover up to 10 percent of such open space without being counted as gross floor area. 



  c) If, however, 70 percent or less of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the open side or sides face on a yard, street or court whose dimensions satisfy the require-
  ments of this Code and all other applicable codes for instances in which required windows face upon such yard, street or court, the area may be roofed to 
  the extent permitted by such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



 9 On lower, nonresidential floors, elevator shafts and other life-support systems serving exclusively the residential uses on the upper floors of a building; 
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 10 One-third of that portion of a window bay conforming to the requirements of Section 136(d)(2) of the San Francisco Planning Code (in effect as of the adoption of the 
 Design for Development) which extends beyond the plane formed by the face of the facade on either side of the bay but not to exceed seven square feet per bay window 
 as measured at each floor; 



 11 Ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service; 



 12 Space devoted to personal services, restaurants, and retail sales of goods intended to meet the convenience shopping and service needs of workers and residents, 
 not to exceed 5,000 occupied square feet per use and, in total, not to exceed 75 percent of the area of the ground floor of the building plus the ground level, on-site open 
 space.  



 13 An interior space provided as an open space feature in accordance with the requirements herein; 



 14 Floor area devoted to child care facilities provided that: 



  a) Allowable indoor space is no more or no less than 3,000 square feet and no more than 6,000 square feet, and 



  b) The facilities are made available rent free, and 



  c) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops or public parks may be used if they 
  meet licensing requirements for child care facilities, and 



  d) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by 
  the Redevelopment Agency that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a facility described herein dealing with cultural, 
  educational, recreational, religious, or social service facilities; 



 15 Floor area permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational, religious or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee covering 
 actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are: 



  a) Owned and operated by a nonprofit corporation or institution, or 



  b) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this subsection 
  shall be counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein, for the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirements 
  for the project; 



  c) For the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirement for the project, building area subject to this subsection shall be 
  counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein. 
  y such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



Floor Area, Leasable: 



Leasable Floor Area means Floor Rentable Area, as defined and calculated in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association International publication, “Standard Method For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” 
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Commercial/Industrial Square Footage Tracking  Leasable Caculation 



5% SD/MOU approval % change bet GSf/LSF SD or 5% (if no SD) 
Gross Leasable Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 



Total Allowed in Zone A 5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  



Block 26a 312,656  295,966  298,646  4% 298,646  1/21/00 BC Book 



Block 26 Bld 2&3 197,302  186,770  187,437  5% 187,437  3/29/07 SD Book 
Block 28 308,189  291,738  293,420  5% 293,420  3/8/01 SD Book 



Remaining Salesforce (26-27) 422,980  400,401  n/a (1) 400,401  Salesforce marketing  



GSW (29-32) from salesforce 1,000,000  946,619  n/a (1) 946,619  GSW 
GSW (29-32) from FOCIL 103,544  98,017  98,017  GSW 



GSW subtotal 1,103,544  1,044,636  1,044,636  



UCSF (Blocks 33/34) 500,000  473,310  n/a (1) 473,310  UCSF Proposal 
UCSF (Blocks 36-39) n/a (2) 1,020,000  1,020,000  1,020,000  2005 UCSF MOU 



Block 40  664,039  628,592  630,713  5% 630,713  2/22/13 SD Book 



1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 165,610  156,770  152,828  8% 152,828  3/4/02 Sect 321 Book 
Gladstone (41-43/P2) 188,300  178,248  179,500  5% 179,500  3/20/02 SD Book/FOCIL 
1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 219,836  208,101  n/a (3) 208,101  8/29/13 OCII Consistency Letter  



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 164,464  155,685  155,117  6% 155,117  11/7/06 SD Book 



1450 Owens (41-32/P7) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) 
Total 4,246,920  5,040,216  5,044,108  Includes retail space 



Total Retail approved in Zone A 44,108  (from next sheet) 
Adjusted Commercial/Office 5,000,000  



Remaining Commercial/Office (0) 



Average % GSF to LSF conversion (then applied to GSW for conversion to LSF) 5% 



(1) No applicable approved SD with calculation 



(2) UCSF is allowed to build 1,020,000 LSF per the 2005 MOU 



(3) No leasable calculated when gross sf was reduced 



(4) 1450 Owens has an approved SD, but OCII's understanding is that ARE sold square footage to SF, so does not have the right to build. 



MOU Allowed 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone B and D 584,600  584,600  2010 MOU (also allows 4,000 sf of retail for Zone D for a total of 588,600 sf) 



SD approval 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone C 450,000  450,000  4/10/06 SD Book - the 450K does not allow any additional retail 
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MBS Retail Square Footage Tracking 
Neigh Retail SF Retail SF 



Market Rate Residential Schematic Design Permitted Amount Affordable Residential 
Block 2 7,971  8,100  Block 7W 10,079  



Block 3W 7,030  6,570  Block 13E 11,904  



Block 4W 10,350  9,358  Total  21,983  
Block 5 16,054  11,667  Remaining for 6E 8,017  
Block 10 10,184  9,726  



Block 10a 0  0 
Block 11 0  0 
Block 12E 0  0 



Block 13W 0  0 
Subtotal 51,589  45,421  (reduction primarly result of retail being used for permanent leasing offices) 



Zone A Commercial  Schematic Design Permitted Amount 



Block 26a 6,938  10,055  



Block 26 Bld 2 4,466  4,466  Could not track down the final permit at DBI so carried forward the SD 
Block 40  14,250  14,250  (assumes 15,000 gsf sold is reduced by 5% to 14,100) 
1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 3,306  3,306  (used Permitted amount for SD as well since SD did not breakout the retail) 



1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 5,086  9,233  (could be reduced additionally if the pharmacy is consiidered part of the medical clinic/but comes out of commercial space) 



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 2,749  2,798  
Subtotal   36,795  44,108  



Total Zone A plus Res 88,384  89,529  



Allowed Retail SF in MBS per Redevelopment Plan 



City-serving Retail   Square Footage  



Blocks 29-32 and 36            20,700  Maximum of City-serving Retail that can be used on Blocks 29-32 
Zone B (part of X-3)            45,000  (Included in the max that UCSF can develop on commercial, which cannot exceed 549,000) 
Zone C (X-4)            36,000  (included in their overall sf, which cannot exceed 450K combined com/retail) 



Zone D (part of X-3)              4,000   4,000 retail included in overall commercial sq ft allowance in previous tab  
Subtotal          105,700  



Neighborhood Retail 



Block 1            25,000  (allows Entertainment Retail for Block 1 - reduced by 25K to reflect residential on Block 1) 
Zone A/South MBS Res          159,300  
MBS Affordable Hsg            30,000  (OCII also allowed an additional 10K of retail on affordable hsg sites, for total of 30K) 



Subtotal          214,300  
Total          320,000  



Allowed Retail for Zone A/Market-rate Res          180,000  Allowable 



Total Zone A plus Res (from above)   89,529  Used 



Remaining Available pre-UCSF max retail allocation 90,471  



UCSF Block 36-39 Allocation   40,000  



Remaining Available which FOCIL has sold to GSW 50,471  leasable square feet 












Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: early access to conference room tmrw
 
Clarke:
 


Sure, should you/Catherine/Kate get there before me and the ESA 9th floor is locked tomorrow


morning, here are instructions for getting in:  When you get off the elevator on the 9th floor, to the


right of the ESA 9th floor main door is an unmarked door with a sign posted “Exit Route” next to it. 
Enter through that door, and you will find another door to your left with a code-lock.  Enter 2015#


and you will have access to ESA 9th floor; and you can proceed to the 9th floor conference room.
 


If you get there before Catherine/Kate or vice-versa, you can also just unlock the ESA main 9th floor
door for others coming later to easily enter.
 
Make sense, all?
 
-Paul
 
 
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:15 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: early access to conference room tmrw
 
Paul,
Catherine, Kate and I would like to arrive a little early tomorrow to meet on a few items. We’re still
finalizing what time that will be, but won’t be any earlier than 8:00am. Would it be possible to get
early access to the ESA conference room then?
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com






From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:33:50 PM


My understanding mirrors Chris’s below.  Happy to discuss after tomorrow’s session as needed.


Adam
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:07 PM
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com);
Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs
Importance: High
 
Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final agreement
on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the TDM strategies to be
included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the second Transportation work session
that was scheduled for last Friday because there was no need for further discussion. The revised
TDM strategies contained in the version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the
revisions that we all agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, we can discuss
this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
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buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  We decided on
Thursday to eliminate this measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the
attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that
would actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs
to include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
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Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27
percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees
and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to
discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all
tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 
 








From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Myall, Hilde (CII)
Subject: Warriors Arena & Classroom:Planning Commission-5.28.15
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:56:17 PM


Hello Katherine and Hilde,


I am emailing this enclosed letter to the Warriors and SF city officials with the latest
component of my Arena Classroom proposal that I shared with the Planning Commission
yesterday at the public hearing; I would appreciate if you can please share this with the
Mission Bay CAC members. 


I wish you the very best in your new adventures and work you will experience for yourself,
and with your family Katherine - thank you again for your wonderful work you've done for
the entire community of San Francisco, and this new Warriors Arena & Event Center.  As
you know, I believe this is a unique and tremendous opportunity to initiate very special
Educational and Career dvelopment opportunities and benefits for all our SF and Bay Area
community... as well as a truly fantastic model professional Sports Environment for the
Warriors, San Francisco ~ and far beyond!


Welcome Hilde.. to your new leadership position with the OCII; I look forward to meeting
you soon.  Please feel free to contact me anytime with any questions or thoughts regarding
my work and proposal.


I hope everyone enjoys the excitement and fun watching this really great team the Warriors
have put together... and their final run to overcome the challenges necessary to win the NBA
Championship in the next two weeks!


Take good care... and Go Warriors!! ~


Dennis


************


May 27, 2015


San Francisco Planning Commission:


Honorable Rodney Fong, President


Honorable Cindy Wu, Vice President


Honorable Michael Antonini, Commissioner


Honorable Rich Hillis, Commissioner 


Honorable Christine Johnson, Commissioner


Honorable Kathrin Moore, Commissioner
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Honorable Dennis Richards, Commissioner


 


Mr. John Rahaim, Director of Planning


 


C/o Mr. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary


Commission Chambers, Room 400


City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


 


Re:          SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION / HEARING & AGENDA


                                 Thursday, May 28, 2015 / 12 pm / Regular
Meeting                                               


                                                   


Agenda Item: 8b.        2014.002701OFA         (D.WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)                               


EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT AT MISSION BAY SOUTH BLOCKS 29, 30, 31, & 32: LOT
001  IN  ASSESSORS  BLOCK 8722  -  Informational item, GSW  Arena  LLC  (GSW)  proposes  to  construct a
multi-purpose event center, two 11-story office buildings containing 503,900 leasable s.f. office space,
public  open  space,  a  parking  facility  and  visitor-serving  retail  uses  on  MBS blocks 29, 30, 31 and 32.
The event center would host the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team during the NBA season,
as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, cultural events,
family shows, conferences and conventions.   The  site  is  located  in  the Mission Bay South Plan Area’s
Commercial-Industrial  District  and  an  HZ-5 Height District.  The  office  buildings  will  be  brought to a
subsequent Planning Commission hearing for and Design Review approval in accord with Resolution
14702.  Office  allocation  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Sections  321  and  322  (the Annual Office
Development Limitation program) has already been allocated to the site.


Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational


 


            San Francisco - Warriors Arena & Event Center / Round The Diamond Proposal:


            Warriors Arena High School-College Career Pathway & Field Study Classroom©


                  


Dear President Fong, Commissioners and Director Rahaim,


I wholeheartedly support the Golden State Warriors and the City and County of San
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Francisco in the effort to construct a professional, state-of-the-art Arena & Event Center in
San Francisco’s Mission Bay neighborhood.  Also, I want to acknowledge my appreciation
to Commissioner Richards for your comment at the last Planning Commission meeting last
December 18, 2014 inquiring about my proposal asking the Warriors to consider working in
collaboration with San Francisco officials, the San Francisco Unified School District and the
business community to include the integration and construction of a High School Career
Classroom strategically located within the Warriors proposed state-of-the-art Arena & Event
Center in San Francisco.


Please review my past proposal material I’ve provided to you, the Warriors and San
Francisco officials, including the enclosed letter briefly summarizing my work and ideas
from teaching at Juvenile Hall and Log Cabin Ranch that I shared with the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure at their Commission hearing last week on
Tuesday, May 19, 2015.


I have continued to share numerous components of my education and career development
proposals based on my life’s work, including my effort to gain the support of professional
sports teams and organizations to partner with San Francisco, our public high school system
and the entire community.  I believe this proposed Warrior Arena is a unique opportunity to
initiate comprehensive, innovative and real-world educational programs and methodologies
capable of utilizing and maximizing the socio-economic and community benefits inherent
within our professional sports institutions and these architectural gems that are the Arenas
and Stadiums in which they perform and operate their multi-purpose and influential global
businesses.


I am writing today to share one additional thought regarding this site that includes both the
east and west portions of the proposed Warriors move to this San Francisco Mission Bay
location.  The Warrior’s presentation that was shared at the Mission Bay CAC this past April
30, and the OCII Commission hearing last week includes the idea that the Plaza area
between the Arena & Event Center and the two Office Buildings can provide an outdoor
space capable of broadcasting ‘big screen’ events. 


I want to suggest to the Warriors, the Planning Commission, the OCII and city leaders to
consider the numerous benefits available that this ‘Outdoor Satellite Classroom’ opportunity
can potentially provide in collaboration and the interior Arena High School-College Career
Classroom located within the Mission Bay Arena & Event Center location.  The interior
Arena Classroom facility can offer an effective and inspiring incentives and real-world
multi-media education and career development training, experiences and internships, while
also expanding exponentially the capacity for this Warrior’s Indoor Classroom to reach-out
to the community and broadcast the live ballgames and other sports competitions, concerts
and events in order to provide numerous additional learning, entertainment options for
hundreds of more youth, students, families and gatherings – as well as initiating newly
created business opportunities throughout this Mission Bay development and neighborhood
– and beyond, all year-round.


Thank you once again Commissioners and Director.  I appreciate this opportunity to share
my life’s work with you and my effort to initiate model sports and educational
methodologies and perspectives – as well as the practical and comprehensive applications
possible through our nation’s Professional Sports Institutions.  In addition, the tremendous
influential role sports, athletes and these facilities play in contributing to the dynamic and
impressive architectural spaces and Arenas that are designed and created to enhance the







lives of all our communities. 


Through innovative partnerships integrating the purpose of our schools, government,
businesses and all our communities, I trust the construction of this San Francisco-Warriors
Arena and Event Center in Mission Bay can offer a visionary local, state, national and
international model worthy of public and private sector respect and emulation – for
generations to come.


I look forward to working with the Warriors and all our City and County of San Francisco
public service officials involved; and thank you for your time, consideration and support.


Sincerely,


Dennis G. MacKenzie


CC:


Golden State Warriors;


Mr. Joseph Lacob, CEO and Governor, Co-Executive Chairman


Mr. Peter Guber, Co-Executive Chairman


  C/o Mr. Rick Welts, President and Chief Operating Officer


         Mr. Theo Ellington, Director, Public Affairs


 


Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee: C/o Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Mgr/current


  C/o Ms. Hilde Myall, Project Manager; (Beginning June 1, 2015) Mission Bay North & South


        


San Francisco Office of Economic & Workforce Development


Warriors San Francisco Sports & Entertainment Center Project Team:


  C/o Mr. Adam Van Der Water, Project Manager; Mr. John Gavin, Ms. Anne Taupin


 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors; Honorable London Breed, President, and Members


  C/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board


 


San Francisco Unified School District; Teachers, Principals and Administrators


    C/o Mr. Richard A. Carranza, Superintendent, SFUSD


    C/o San Francisco Board of Education; C/o Ms. Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant


Mr. Chris Lanier, Principal, Court Schools; Woodside Learning Center/EMSA/Log Cabin







United Educators of San Francisco; C/o Mr. Dennis Kelly, President (current)


   C/o Ms. Ms. Lita Blanc, President (New Office Holder: July, 1 2015)


 


Juvenile Probation Commission; Honorable Susan Jones, President, and Members


Juvenile Probation Department; Mr. Allen A. Nance, Chief Probation Officer


 


Mr. Andres Roemer, Consul General of Mexico, San Francisco








From: Aldhafari, Bassam (DPW)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Dang, Herbert (CWP)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:30:22 PM


Chris,
The project is currently under construction. A significant portion (segment connecting the 10” FM to
20” FM) has been constructed and tested. The influent 12” sewer will be upsized to 24” between
Illinois St and the station, this segment is under construction and should be complete by this
summer before next wet weather season.
 
 


Bassam A. Aldhafari
Assistant Engineer
 
    Hydraulic Engineering Section


    San Francisco Public Works
    City and County of San Francisco 
    1680 Mission Street, 2nd Floor
    San Francisco, CA 94103
    (415) 437-7046
    sfpublicworks.org · twitter.com/sfpublicworks


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:11 PM
To: Eickman, Kent (CWP); Dang, Herbert (CWP); Aldhafari, Bassam (DPW)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Importance: High
 
Hi Kent, Herbert, and Bassam
Can one of you please provide a response ASAP to the following question:
 


·         What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the Mariposa Pump
Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using wet
weather facilities?


 
We need this information today for the Warriors Arena EIR.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Beth Goldstein [mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com] 
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Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
I think the question is: What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the
Mariposa Pump Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using
wet weather facilities?
 


And its hard to follow the email trail below but I believe the answer is that by connecting
the 10" sanitary FM to the 20" wet weather FM, the dry weather pumping capacity
increases to 3.5 MGD but that there is still use of the wet weather sump...to avoid use of
the wet weather sump during dry weather there is a gravity 12" sewer main on Mariposa
btwn 3rd St and the PS that needs upsizing as well...the former project to be completed
mid/late 2016, the latter no set date pending inclusion in the MTA project...


 


But I would definitely recommend confirming this with Kent or Herb or Bassam...Thanks!
Beth


 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Chris,
 
I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If what he's referring to as the
Third Street work is needed to achieve the 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump
Station, we need to know when it will be completed if it's not part of the MTA Project. This is key to
the impact analysis for the Mariposa sub-basin. Could you help get this answer?
 
Thanks,
 
Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris" <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>,
Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Paul Mitchell"
<PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert" <rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig"
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<CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather flow which is a
regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281
 
 


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the
Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM



mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org

mailto:Hdang@sfwater.org

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:keickman@sfwater.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com





To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul
Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS
work be done this summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: AQ & GHG Alternatives
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 5:38:09 PM
Attachments: 7_Alternatives_GSW MB Air Quality only_052815-JR.docx


image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Joyce,
 
See attached edits to the Alternatives Section.  I had to review this more quickly than I would have
liked and I think the Off-site Alternative discussion could use a second pair of eyes.
 
Best of luck with publication!
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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Alternatives


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Air Quality	Comment by Jessica Range: Add bullet for Cumulative health risks- Impact C-AQ-2. This impact is LTS with Mitigation. 


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


Alternatives Analysis


Alternative A: No Project 


Impacts of the No Project Alternative 





Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS) with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the No Project Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			3.6


			32


			2.1


			2.0





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			3.3


			17


			0.26


			0.24





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			30


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.30


			1.0


			0.04


			0.04





			EnergyBoilers


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			35


			36


			2223


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.06


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			EnergyBoilers


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			6.36.4


			6.56.7


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.1410


			0.1410





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation) a


			8.86


			8.87





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated) a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total a 


			75.2


			63.864


			89.290





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


The No Project Alternative would also not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts for existing or future sensitive receptors since unmitigated construction and operational emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds of 10 µg/m3 or an excess cancer risk greater than 100 per one million persons exposed. Although the Uber/ARE project would locate childcare facilities on Blocks 26/27, these sensitive receptors would be exposed to at most eight months of construction period emissions and these receptors’ health risk exposure would not exceed significance thresholds. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project’s cumulative health risk impact is considered less than significant with mitigation, requiring implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.	Comment by Jessica Range: Please run this by ENVIRON. 


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. However, Eeven though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that ofthose calculated for the proposed project. However, since the proposed project would purchase carbon offset credits to result in a no net increase in GHG emissions, the GHG emissions of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those of the proposed project, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions for the No Project Alternative would be less than significant assuming compliance with applicable policies and regulations, and no mitigation is required.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SUM to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS). 


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still be significant even with maximum complianceimplementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through implementation of pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			1311


			175154


			7.16.2


			7.16.2





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.450.80


			1.340.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			6649


			246203


			8.67.0


			8.57.0





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.520.46


			9382


			0.60.51


			0.60.51





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.50.80


			1.30.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			5439


			164130


			2.01.3


			1.91.2





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP(Alternative–GSW Trips)


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5, same as project)


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers (assumes 4, same as project)


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile (Alternative–GSW Trips)


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4)


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required by Offsets


			1.77


			9.25


			0


			0











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.3127


			0.3127





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053049


			0.053048





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply to this alternative. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 111 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Intensity Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 48 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 37.2 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.28.5 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			5448


			2.82.5


			2825





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.28.5


			0.480.44


			4.84.4





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117/72111 / 72


			66 / 64


			109/86106 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures that include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a similar cumulative health risk impact as the proposed project, which was determined to be less than significant with implementation of M-AQ-1. Similar to the proposed project, the future Uber/ARE project would locate childcare facilities on Blocks 26/27. These sensitive receptors would be exposed to at most eight months of construction period emissions and these receptors’ health risk exposure would not exceed significance thresholds with implementation of M-AQ-1. 	Comment by Jessica Range: Please run this by ENVIRON.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900 not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, Iit is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the AB 900 application submitted for the proposed project. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same orsomewhat less than that of the project, but given the assumption that this alternative would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900 and purchase carbon offset credits, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Operational air quality impacts associated with emissions of ROG and NOx (Impact remains SUM, but under the proposed project, ROG and NOx emissions would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, and would be reduced to 64 and 105 pounds per day, respectively, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative).	Comment by Jessica Range: Also construction criteria air pollutant impacts would be slightly less. 


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site. The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project. Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible. The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum implementation compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for the reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through implementation of pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.4614


			180.07204


			6.867.6


			6.867.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.9160


			3.384


			3.438





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			553.43


			229570.46


			120.75


			110.70





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			NoYes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.8876


			15735.90


			1.10.98


			1.10.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissionsEmissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.109


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			298.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			376.89


			19977.72


			1.974


			1.870





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. UnlLike the proposed project, operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be a less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the proposed project and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions substantiallyslightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would be belowexceed the applicable significance thresholds. The primary reason for this difference is that the Off-site Alternative is located in Superdistrict 1 which, because of its proximity to major regional transit connections results in lower vehicle trip rates and a resultant estimated VMT of approximately 54 percent compared to that of the proposed project. Consequently, The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would not apply to the Off-site Alternative for operational emissions of criteria air pollutants, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			3712


			8717


			144.9


			6.32.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			2.13.3


			2314


			4.62.9


			4.62.9





			Area Sources


			4029


			0.3710


			0.049


			0.049





			Marine


			1.1


			7.4


			0.28


			0.28





			Total 


			4680


			48102


			1017


			7.19.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources  (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			2.26.8


			3.216


			0.892.5


			0.401.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.05


			0.15


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			0.600.38


			4.12.6


			0.8352


			0.8352





			Area Sources


			5.37.2


			0.027


			<0.012


			<0.012





			Marine


			0.20


			1.3


			0.05


			0.05





			Total


			8.314


			8.819


			1.83.1


			1.31.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not theto this cumulative contributions of all sourcesimpact (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact.[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  	An increase of 0.2 μg/m3 in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727-736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). Even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-25, concentrations of PM2.5 under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant. Consequently, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Table 7-25
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact 


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Construction





			Background at the receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			1.8


			0.13





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution	Comment by Jessica Range: Add a line for Total and provide the total PM2.5 concentrations. These tables should mirror the tables for the other alternatives except that you might have a separate "Project Total" line.  


			0.29


			0.02








			Total Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			X/X


			X/X





			Project Total (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			X/X


			X/X





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant? (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			Yes/Yes


			No/No	Comment by Michael Keinath: Project impact is less than 0.2, but overall is greater than 10, hence “significant” determination





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Project Operations - Marine


			0.08


			0.04





			Total Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration 


			X


			X





			Project Total


			0.45


			0.41





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant?


			Yes


			Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-26). This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  


Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-26
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Background at the receptor 


			113


			560





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			285


			17





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			44


			2.7





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2





			Project Operations - Marine


			44


			23





			Cumulative Cancer Risk (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			479/238


			X/X





			Project Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			366/125


			77/62





			Project Contribution Significance Threshold


			7


			7





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/Yes


			Yes/Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would be required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.	Comment by Jessica Range: This impact is essentially addressed by Health Code Article 38. Compliance with Article 38 would ensure that new sensitive receptors located in the APEZ would not be exposed to significant health risks. 


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like Similar to the proposed project, the cumulative construction-related criteria air pollutantquality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respectiveapplicable significance thresholds. Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative construction air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project would be required, including construction emissions minimization measures (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1) and offset emissions measures (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b). 


However, unlike the proposed project, which would result in significant and unavoidable operational criteria air pollutant impacts, and thus contribute considerably to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts, the Offsite-Alternative would not result in significant cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts, because this alternative’s project-level emissions would not exceed the project-level significance thresholds. Thus, operational emissions from the Off-site Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional criteria air pollutants. 


. Therefore, with respect to cumulative, operational air quality impacts, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially less severe impacts than the project.


On the other hand, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially greater and more severe impact than the proposed project with respect to cumulative health risks. Because this alternative is located in an APEZ and would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations that exceed the significance thresholds, the alternative's contribution to cumulative impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as compared to the proposed project, which would have a less than significant impact. 


SimilarlyOverall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate GHG emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and operated such that it would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, it is assumed that the Off-Site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the associated AB 900 application that would be submitted for this alternative. Thus, given the assumptions that this alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the project and would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900, the Off-site Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet allmost of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Operational criteria air pollutant impacts and the alternative’s associated contribution to cumulative regional criteria air pollutant impacts. (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone	Comment by Jessica Range: This is addressed by regulation-compliance with Article 38, not really mitigation. 


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation and associated contribution to cumulative impacts. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


[bookmark: _GoBack]The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts at different intersections than those identified for the proposed project. The number of intersections with significant traffic impacts would increase, and these  impacts would occur under a greater number of scenarios. Even though the Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, traffic impacts would be substantially greater due to its more central and congested location closer to downtown. (Impact would be SUM.)


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


[INSERT DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE, WHY "POTENTIALLY FEASIBLE", BUT NOTE REASONS WHY IT MAY NOT BE FEASIBLE.] Uncertain if required permits can be obtained, financial feasibility


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts related to noise, air quality, wind, and utilities that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation and biological resources that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project; LS impacts not shown, refer to Chap for the impacts of Variant/alternative.


7. Alternatives





7. Alternatives








Case No. 2010.0493E	7-37	The 34th America’s Cup and James R. Herman
210317		Cruise Terminal and Northeast Wharf Plaza





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-26	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-27	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-28	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-27	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision
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Hi Joyce,
 
Great job on the revisions, I think you’ve captured everything.  The majority of my edits are in the
cumulative impact statements.  Please call me if you have any questions.  Alternatives to follow
next.
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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5.4 Air Quality



5.1.1 Introduction



This section discusses the existing air quality conditions in the project area, presents the regulatory framework for air quality management, and analyzes the potential for the proposed project to affect existing air quality conditions, both regionally and locally, due to activities that emit criteria and non-criteria air pollutants. It also analyzes the types and quantities of emissions that would be generated on a temporary basis due to proposed construction activities as well as those generated over the long term due to proposed operation of project elements. The analysis determines whether those emissions are significant in relation to applicable air quality standards and identifies feasible mitigation measures for significant adverse impacts. The section also includes an analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. The potential for odor impacts was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which found that the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odor impacts are not addressed in this SEIR. Emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from the proposed project’s potential impacts on climate change and the state’s goals for greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 are presented and discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.


The analysis in this section is based on a review of existing air quality conditions in the region and air quality regulations administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). This analysis includes methodologies identified in the updated BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).


5.1.2 Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Section



5.4.2.1 FSEIR Setting



The air quality setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR, localized concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an example, the FSEIR reported that carbon monoxide standards were occasionally exceeded in San Francisco and that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San Francisco. Since 1998, the effect of reformulated gasoline and other regulatory changes has resulted in no carbon monoxide violations in the past 15 years and a reduction in the number of violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening of the ambient particulate standards. 



In 1998 when the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, the BAAQMD had published CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, however, those guidelines differed substantially from the BAAQMD guidelines published in 2012 and used in this SEIR. For example, the earlier guidelines did not recommend quantification of construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants. 


5.4.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures



Air quality impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as a part of the over 300-acre area analyzed in the Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact from operational vehicle emissions, while criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources were identified as less than significant due to new source review requirements. Mitigation Measure F.1 was identified to reduce vehicle trips associated with development, although the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged that reduction of vehicle emissions below thresholds was not reasonably attainable because projected emissions were so far above the thresholds. Mitigation Measure F.1 essentially implemented Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation analysis:



· E.46: Establishment of Transportation Management Organizations



· E.47: Transportation System Management Plan 



· E.48: Constrain parking at UCSF



· E.49: Good faith efforts to assist in implementation of ferry service 


· E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours.


The impact analysis also included modeling of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for 13 intersections in the project area. While modeling indicated that several of these intersections would potentially experience CO concentrations in excess of state and federal standards under existing plus project conditions, modeling under future year (2015) plus project conditions indicated that these violations would not be realized in the future due to planned improvements in the vehicle fleet and reformulated gasoline. 



The Plan-level impact analysis conducted in the Mission Bay FSEIR assessed the consistency of population increases from development under the entire proposed plan with the growth assumptions of the applicable Clean Air Plan at the time, the ’97 Clean Air Plan. This analysis identified a significant Plan-level air quality impact as population growth under the Plan would have exceeded that of the ’97 Clean Air Plan. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified air pollutant emissions from construction and demolition activities as a less-than-significant air quality impact with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, which requires a menu of 14 particulate emission control measures.



Operational health risk impacts were identified as potentially significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR and mitigation was identified, but because of lack of a specific development proposal, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures for impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) during project operations include the following:



· F.3: Require applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources.


· F.4: Establish meteorological station in Mission Bay. 


· F.5: Reduce exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene
 and other toxic contaminants.



· F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources. 


5.1.3 Setting



5.4.3.1 Climate and Meteorology



The project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The air basin’s moderate climate steers storm tracks away from the region for much of the year, although storms generally affect the region from November through April. San Francisco’s proximity to the onshore breezes stimulated by the Pacific Ocean provide for generally very good air quality in the project area. 



Temperatures in the project area average in the mid-50s annually, generally ranging from the low 40s on winter mornings to mid-70s during summer afternoons. Daily and seasonal oscillations of temperature are small because of the moderating effects of the nearby San Francisco Bay. In contrast to the steady temperature regime, rainfall is highly variable and confined almost exclusively to the “rainy” period from November through April. Precipitation may vary widely from year to year as a shift in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference between a very wet year and drought conditions. 



Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants regionally. The project area lies within the Peninsula climatological subregion. Marine air traveling through the Golden Gate is a dominant weather factor affecting dispersal of air pollutants within the region. Wind measurements collected on the San Francisco mainland indicate a prevailing wind direction from the west and an average annual wind speed of 10.3 miles per hour.
 Increased temperatures create the conditions in which ozone formation can increase.



5.4.3.2 Ambient Air Quality – Criteria Air Pollutants



As required by the 1970 federal Clean Air Act, the USEPA initially identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. USEPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public-health-based and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants originally identified by USEPA. Since that time, subsets of particulate matter have been identified for which permissible levels have been established. These include particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5).



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction for regulating air quality within the nine county SFBAAB. The region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area. Table 5.4-1 presents a five-year summary for the period 2010 to 2014 of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations, collected at the air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the BAAQMD at 16th and Arkansas Streets (Potrero Hill), approximately one half mile west of the project site. Table 5.4-1 also compares measured pollutant concentrations with the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (state or federal). Concentrations shown in bold indicate an exceedance of the standard.


Ozone



Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG, also sometimes referred to as volatile organic compounds or VOC by some regulating agencies) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay Area, automobiles are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema. 



Table 5.4-1 shows that, according to published data, the most stringent applicable standards for ozone (state 1-hour standard of 9 parts per hundred million [pphm] and the federal 8-hour standard of 8 pphm) were not exceeded in San Francisco between 2010 and 2014.



Carbon Monoxide (CO)



CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, nausea, dizziness, and fatigue; impair central nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal. As shown in Table 5.4-1, the more stringent state CO standards were not exceeded between 2010 and 2014. Measurements of CO indicate hourly maximums ranging between 9 to 10 percent of the more stringent state standard, and maximum 8-hour CO levels that are approximately 11 to 16 percent of the allowable 8-hour standard.



Table 5.4-1
Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2010–2014)



			Pollutant


			Most Stringent Applicable
Standard


			Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Concentrations Measureda





			


			


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013


			2014





			Ozone


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>9 pphmb


			8


			7


			7


			7


			8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>7 pphmc


			5


			5


			5


			6


			7





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>20 ppmb


			1.8


			1.8


			2.0


			1.8


			1.8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>9 ppmb


			1.4


			1.2


			1.2


			1.4


			1.0





			Suspended Particulates (PM10)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>50 µg/m3 b


			40


			46


			51


			44


			36





			Suspended Particulates (PM2.5)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			1


			3


			2


			1


			2





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>35 µg/m3 e


			36


			45


			47


			36


			49





			 ‑ Annual Average (µg/m3)


			>12 µg/m3 b, c


			9.7


			10.5


			9.5


			8.2


			10.1





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>10 pphmc


			9


			9


			12


			7


			8








NOTES:




Bold values are in excess of applicable standard. 




ppm = parts per million; pphm = parts per hundred million 




µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter




ND = No data or insufficient data.



a
Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for particulate matter. PM10 and PM2.5 are monitored every six days and therefore the number of days exceeded is out of approximately 60 annual samples.


b
State standard, not to be exceeded.



c
Federal standard, not to be exceeded.



d
Based on a sampling schedule of one out of every six days, for a total of approximately 60 samples per year.



e
Federal standard was reduced from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006.






SOURCE:
BAAQMD, Bay Area Air Pollution Summary, 209 – 2014. Available online at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/
Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx. Accessed April 21, 2015.



Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)



Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne particles from man-made and natural sources. Particulate matter is measured in two size ranges: PM10 for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5 for particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the air basin’s particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as construction are other sources of such fine particulates. These fine particulates are small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and can cause adverse health effects. According to the CARB, studies in the United States and elsewhere “have demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital admissions, emergency room visits, and asthma attacks,” and studies of children’s health in California have demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in children.” The CARB also reports that statewide attainment of particulate matter standards could prevent thousands of premature deaths, lower hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and asthma-related emergency room visits, and avoid hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory illness in California.
 Among the criteria pollutants that are regulated, particulates appear to represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As long ago as 1999, the BAAQMD was reporting, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, that studies had shown that elevated particulate levels contribute to the death of approximately 200 to 500 people per year in the Bay Area. High levels of particulate matter can exacerbate chronic respiratory ailments, such as bronchitis and asthma, and have been associated with increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions.



Table 5.4-1 shows that an exceedance of the state PM10 standard occurred on one monitored occasion between 2010 and 2014 in San Francisco. It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM10 standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) was exceeded on up to 6 days per year between 2010 and 2014.
 It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded on up to 48 days per year between 2010 and 2014.4 The federal state annual average standard was not exceeded between 2010 and 2014.



PM2.5 is of particular concern because epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near freeways and high-traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children.



Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



NO2 is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. Table 5.4.1 shows that the current state standard for NO2 is being met in San Francisco. In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour NO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. Currently, the CARB is recommending that the Bay Area air basin be designated as an attainment area for the new standard.
 This new federal standard was exceeded on one day at the San Francisco station between 2010 and 2014.


Table 5.4-2
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status



			Pollutant


			Averaging Time


			State (SAAQsa)


			Federal (NAAQSb)





			


			


			Standard


			Attainment Status


			Standard


			Attainment Status





			Ozone


			1 hour


			0.09 ppm


			N


			NA


			See Note c





			


			8 hour


			0.07 ppm


			Nd


			0.075 ppm


			N/Marginal





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			1 hour


			20 ppm


			A


			35 ppm


			A





			


			8 hour


			9 ppm


			A


			9 ppm


			A





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			1 hour


			0.18 ppm


			A


			0.100 ppm


			U





			


			Annual


			0.030 ppm


			NA


			0.053 ppm


			A





			Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)


			1 hour


			0.25 ppm


			A


			0.075


			A





			


			24 hour


			0.04 ppm


			A


			0.14


			A





			


			Annual


			NA


			NA


			0.03 ppm


			A





			Particulate Matter (PM10)


			24 hour


			50 µg/m3


			N


			150 µg/m3


			U





			


			Annuale


			20 µg/m3 f


			N


			NA


			NA





			Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)


			24 hour


			NA


			NA


			35 µg/m3


			N





			


			Annual


			12 µg/m3


			N


			12 µg/m3


			U/A





			Sulfates


			24 hour


			25 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			Lead


			30 day


			1.5 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			


			Cal. Quarter


			NA


			NA


			1.5 µg/m3


			A





			Hydrogen Sulfide


			1 hour


			0.03 ppm


			U


			NA


			NA





			Visibility-Reducing Particles


			8 hour


			See Note g


			U


			NA


			NA








NOTES: 




A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; NA = Not Applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 



a
SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1‑hour and 24‑hour), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility‑reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.



b
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8‑hour ozone standard is attained when the three‑year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24‑hour PM10 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The 24‑hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.



c
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) revoked the national 1‑hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.



d
This state 8‑hour ozone standard was approved in April 2005 and became effective in May 2006.



e
State standard = annual geometric mean; national standard = annual arithmetic mean.



f
In June 2002, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.



g
Statewide visibility‑reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10‑mile nominal visual range.



SOURCE:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Standards and Attainment Status, 2015, http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm, accessed October 13 2014; and U.S. EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2012, http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html, accessed October 13, 2014. 



The USEPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2 concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new near-roadway monitoring sites are required in California, three of which will be in the Bay Area. These monitors are planned for Berkeley, Oakland, and San Jose. The Oakland station commenced operation in February 2014 and the San Jose station commenced in March of 2015 while the Berkeley station is expected to be operational in summer 2015. The new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations in the future. The CARB will revise the area designation recommendations, as appropriate, once the new monitoring data become available.



Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can cause health effects at high concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.,
 Pollutant trends suggest that the air basin currently meets and will continue to meet the state standard for SO2 for the foreseeable future.


In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour SO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. The USEPA has initially designated the SFBAAB as an attainment area for SO2. Similar to the new federal standard for NO2, the USEPA has established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure SO2 concentrations beginning in January 2013.
 No additional SO2 monitors are required for the Bay Area because the BAAQMD jurisdiction has never been designated as non-attainment for SO2 and no State Implementation Plans or maintenance plans have been prepared for SO2.



Lead



Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which put children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California. On October 15, 2008, the USEPA strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by lowering it from 1.5 μg/m3 to 0.15 μg/m3. The USEPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010.
 These requirements focus on airports and large urban areas resulting in an increase in 76 monitors nationally.
 Lead monitoring stations in the Bay Area are located at Palo Alto Airport, Reid-Hillview Airport (San Jose), and San Carlos Airport. Non-airport locations for lead monitoring are Redwood City and San Jose.



Air Quality Index 


The USEPA developed the Air Quality Index (AQI) scale to make the public health impacts of air pollution concentrations easily understandable. The AQI, much like an air quality “thermometer,” translates daily air pollution concentrations into a number on a scale between 0 and 500. The numbers in the scale are divided into six color-coded ranges, with numbers 0-300 as outlined below.


· Green (0-50) indicates “good” air quality. No health impacts are expected when air quality is in the green range.



· Yellow (51-100) indicates air quality is “moderate.” Unusually sensitive people should consider limited prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Orange (101-150) indicates air quality is “unhealthy for sensitive groups.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should limit outdoor exertion.



· Red (151-200) indicates air quality is “unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Purple (201-300) indicates air quality is “very unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit outdoor exertion. 



The AQI numbers refer to specific amounts of pollution in the air. They are based on the federal air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. In most cases, the federal standard for these air pollutants corresponds to the number 100 on the AQI chart. If the concentration of any of these pollutants rises above its respective standard, it can be unhealthy for the public. In determining the air quality forecast, local air districts, including the BAAQMD, use the anticipated concentration measurements for each of the major pollutants, convert them into AQI numbers, and determine the highest AQI for each zone in a district.


Readings below 100 on the AQI scale would not typically affect the health of the general public (although readings in the moderate range of 50 to 100 may affect unusually sensitive people). Levels above 300 rarely occur in the United States, and readings above 200 have not occurred in the Bay Area in decades.
 Historical BAAQMD data indicate that the SFBAAB experienced air quality in the Red level (unhealthy) on two days between the years 2009 to 2013. As shown in Table 5.4-3, the SFBAAB had a total of 19 orange-level (unhealthy for sensitive groups) days in 2009, 14 days in 2010, 12 days in 2011, 8 days in 2012, and 15 days 2013. 



Table 5.4-3
Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin


			AQI Statistics for City of San Francisco


			Number of Days by Year





			


			2009


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013





			Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups (Orange) 


			19


			14


			12


			8


			15





			Unhealthy (Red) 


			0


			1


			0


			0


			1





			SOURCE:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2014.








5.4.3.3 Toxic Air Contaminants and Local Health Risks and Hazards


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 



Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment (HRA) is an analysis which estimates human health exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, provides quantitative estimates of health risks.
 



Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that people in residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.
 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.
 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.


San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from vehicles, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling was conducted using AERMOD
 to assess the emissions from the following primary sources: roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime sources, and Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases (TOG) were modeled on a 20 meter by 20 meter receptor grid covering the entire City. The results represent a comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout the City. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air pollution is available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation.
 


Model results identified areas in the City with poor air quality, termed "Air Pollutant Exposure Zones," based on the following health‐protective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for those San Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP Codes 94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130). In these areas, the standard for identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 9 µg/m3. Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at about 500 feet from a freeway.



The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.


Fine Particulate Matter


In April 2011, the USEPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, USEPA staff concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 



Excess Cancer Risk


The 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criterion discussed above is based on USEPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.
 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,
 the USEPA states that it “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling.



In addition to monitoring criteria pollutants, both the BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring networks in the SFBAAB. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been found in the highest concentrations in ambient air and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk. The nearest BAAQMD ambient TAC monitoring station to the project area is the station at 16th and Arkansas Streets in San Francisco. Table 5.4-4 shows ambient concentrations of carcinogenic TACs measured at the Arkansas Street station, approximately one half mile west of the project site. The estimated cancer risk from a lifetime exposure (70 years) to these substances is also reported in the table. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient concentrations of various TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC concentrations in San Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated average lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San Francisco station do not appear to be any greater than for the Bay Area as a region.



Table 5.4-4
2013 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic toxic air contaminants Measured at BAAQMD Monitoring Station, 
10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco



			Substance


			Concentration


			Cancer Risk per Milliona





			Gaseous TACs


			(ppb)


			





			Acetaldehyde


			0.56


			3





			Benzene


			0.20


			19





			1,3-Butadiene


			0.036


			13





			Carbon Tetrachloride


			0.085


			23





			Formaldehyde


			1.37


			10





			Perchloroethylene


			0.012


			0.5





			Methylene Chloride


			0.124


			0.4





			Chloroform


			0.023


			0.6





			Trichloroethylene


			0.01


			0.1





			Particulate TACs


			(ng/m3)


			





			Chromium (Hexavalent) 


			0.053


			8





			Total Risk for All TACs


			


			77.6








NOTES:




TACs = toxic air contaminants; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; ppb = part per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter.



a
Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.



SOURCE:
California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Toxics Summary-2013, available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/
sitesubstance.htmlAccesssed February 25, 2015.



Roadway-Related Pollutants



Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle tailpipe emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust through tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people living in proximity to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children. Air pollution monitoring conducted in conjunction with epidemiologic studies has confirmed that roadway-related health effects vary with modeled exposure to particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide. In traffic-related studies, the additional non‑cancer health risk attributable to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the roadway and was strongest within 300 feet.
 As a result, the CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted amendments to the Health Code (discussed below under “Regulatory Framework”), by adding Article 38 (amended in 2014) requiring urban infill sensitive use projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to address air pollution hazards through design and ventilation requirements. 



Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)



The CARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. The CARB estimated average Bay Area cancer risk from exposure to diesel particulate, based on a population-weighted average ambient diesel particulate concentration, is about 480 in one million, as of 2000, which is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant routinely measured in the region. The statewide risk from DPM as determined by the CARB declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in 1995; by 2000, CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 540 in one million.
,



In 2000, the CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from both new and existing diesel‐fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent CARB regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in 2007 would have the same particulate exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.
 The regulation is anticipated to result in an 80-percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 as compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Despite notable emission reductions, the CARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses. The CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations, including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks, and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, the CARB’s position is that infill development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.



Contaminated Soil



The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.1a through J.1k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The potential for exposure impacts from contaminated soil was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 120), which found that compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels. 


Naturally Occurring Asbestos



The potential for exposure impacts from naturally occurring asbestos was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 115), which found that this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in the Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM), including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and the measure could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.



5.4.3.4 Sensitive Receptors



Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Population subgroups sensitive to the health effects of air pollutants include: the elderly and the young; population subgroups with higher rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and populations with other environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings, schools, day care centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to ensure the health and well-being of their employees.



The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in San Francisco where building setbacks are limited and roadway volumes are higher than most other parts of the Bay Area. Vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust and through tire wear.


The closest (within 1,000 feet) sensitive receptors to the project site are inventoried in Table 5.4-5. As shown in Table 5.4-5, sensitive receptors include residential uses north and west of the project site (including UCSF Hearst Tower) and the new UCSF Hospital located to the southwest. The nearest day care facility is on the UCSF Mission Bay campus 1,300 feet to the west. Other residential uses to the south are over 1,000 feet away, south of Mariposa Street. None of the receptors in Table 5.4-5 are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, nor are there any sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site that are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 



Table 5.4-5
Sensitive Receptors in the Project site vicinity


			Receptor Type 


			Distance and Direction from the Project Site 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), Block 22 


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			300 feet southwest








SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015


5.4.3.5 Existing Stationary Sources of Air Pollution



The BAAQMD’s inventory of permitted stationary sources of emissions show eight permitted stationary emission facilities present within or near the 1,000-foot zone of influence of the project site. The sources at these permitted facilities are made up of boilers, stationary diesel engines for back-up power generators or fire water pump engines, which are for emergency use only, and one body shop. The UCSF Mission Bay Campus has the largest number of permitted sources (34) which, besides generators and boilers, also include an ethylene oxide sterilizer. Additionally UCSF has two exempt sources (fume hoods and a methane gas blower). 


5.4.3.6 Major Roadways Contributing to Air Pollution



Third, 16th Street and Mariposa Streets are arterial streets in the existing local roadway system within 1,000-feet of the project site that carry at least 10,000 vehicles in annual average daily traffic based on the City’s SF CHAMP roadway model.
 This traffic contributes to concentrations of PM2.5, DPM, and other air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles near the street level. Both Interstate 280 and the Caltrain rail line are located over 1,000 feet from the project site. Aside from the surrounding major roadways, no other areas of mobile-source activity or otherwise “non-permitted” sources (e.g., railyards, trucking distribution facilities, and high-volume fueling stations) are located within 1,000 feet of the project site.


5.1.4 Regulatory Framework



5.4.4.1 Federal Regulations



The 1970 Clean Air Act (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.



The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized above in Table 5.4-2. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 5.4-1).



There have been changes to the federal regulatory environment with respect to air quality since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8‑hour ozone standard.
 The USEPA lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.080 to 0.075 parts per million (ppm) effective May 27, 2008. In April 2012, the USEPA designated the Bay Area as a marginal nonattainment region for the 0.075 ppm ozone standard established in 2008 (USEPA, 2012b). The Bay Area Air Basin is in attainment for other criteria pollutants, with the exception of the 24-hour standards for PM10 and PM2.5, for which the Bay Area is designated as “Unclassified.” “Unclassified” is defined by the Clean Air Act as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant.



5.4.4.2 State Regulations



California Clean Air Act


While the federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards, individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological problems in California, there is considerable diversity between the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 5.4-2. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are often more stringent. Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the state has adopted an ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 and strengthened the ambient ozone standards.



In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated in Table 5.4-2, the Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “nonattainment” for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “attainment” for other pollutants.



Toxic Air Contaminants



In 2005, the CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential area for more than five consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than five minutes in any one hour. Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must not turn their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also, state law Senate Bill 352 (SB 352) was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Section 17213 of the Education Code; Section 21151.8 of the Public Resources Code).



The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program)



The Carl Moyer Program is a grant program that reduces air pollution from vehicles and equipment by providing funds to replace or retrofit older equipment or engines with cleaner-than-(U.S. EPA) required engines, equipment, and other sources of air pollution such as ground support equipment at airports. Money collected through the Carl Moyer Program complements California’s regulatory program by providing incentives to effect early or extra emission reductions, especially from emission sources in environmental justice communities and areas disproportionately impacted by air pollution. The Carl Moyer Program funds clean air projects involving a wide variety of vehicles and equipment, including:



· Repower: The replacement of an in-use engine with another, cleaner engine. 



· Retrofit: An emission control system employed exclusively with an in-use engine, vehicle or piece of equipment. 



· New purchases: Vehicles or equipment certified to optional, lower emission standards. 



· Fleet modernization or equipment replacement: The replacement of an older vehicle or piece of equipment that still has remaining useful life with a newer, cleaner vehicle or piece of equipment. The old vehicle/equipment is scrapped. Equipment may include on-road heavy-duty vehicle and off-road equipment replacement as well as emergency vehicles (Fire Apparatus) and lawn and garden equipment replacement. 



· Vehicle retirement (or car scrap): Paying owners of older, more polluting vehicles that still have remaining useful life to voluntarily retire those vehicles earlier than they would have otherwise 



The Carl Moyer program establishes a cost effectiveness standard that a proposed clean air project must meet in order to receive funding under the program. On March 27, 2015, the cost effectiveness limit was updated to $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM in resulting emissions reductions.
 The program has established guidelines and criteria for the funding of emissions reduction projects. The BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB.


5.4.4.3 Regional and Local Regulations and Plans



Bay Area Air Quality Management District



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the SFBAAB. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations also participate in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the region within federal and state air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the region and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. 



BAAQMD does not have authority to regulate emissions from motor vehicles. Specific rules and regulations adopted by the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various stationary sources, and identify specific pollution reduction measures that must be implemented in association with various activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, but also TAC emissions sources are subject to these rules and are regulated through the BAAQMD’s permitting process and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit review, the BAAQMD monitors the generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in developing its air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as part of the project would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and State ozone plans rely heavily upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.



Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million or a chronic or acute hazard index of 1.0. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. These permitting requirements would ensure that the health risks of the project on the environment would be less than significant. 



BAAQMD’s Strategic Incentives Division (SID) provides incentive funding for projects that improve air quality, reduce air quality health impacts and protect the climate. Funding is primarily focused on mobile source projects that reduce or eliminate pollution from cars, trucks, marine vessels, locomotives, agricultural equipment or construction equipment. Since 1992, the SID division has awarded over $400 million in grant funding for cost-effective emission reduction projects and the program oversees approximately 1,000 projects funded by state, federal and local monies every year.


One such program administered by the SID is its Vehicle Buy Back Program (VBB). The VBB Program is a voluntary program that takes older vehicles off the road. Under this program, BAAQMD pays $1,000 for an operating and registered 1994 and older vehicle. The vehicles are then scrapped by vehicle dismantlers contracted by BAAQMD. Each vehicle removed from Bay Area roads results in an estimated reduction of 75 pounds of air pollution annually. The VBB Program is funded through the Air District's Carl Moyer, Mobile Source Incentive Fund and Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) programs. Eligibility requirements for the Vehicle Buy Back Program include: 



· Vehicle must be 1994 model year or older;


· Vehicle must be currently registered as operable and must be drivable;


· Vehicle must have been registered in the Bay Area for the past 24 months; 



· Vehicles within 60 days of a required smog check must take and pass their smog check.


Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards



Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the most recent Bay Area ozone plan prepared in response to federal air quality planning requirements is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. The State ozone plan has been updated multiple times since certification of the FSEIR.



The 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan was adopted on September 15, 2010, by the BAAQMD, in cooperation with the Bay Area MTC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and ABAG. The primary objectives of the plan are to improve local and regional air quality, protect public health, and minimize climate change impacts. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates and replaces the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2010–2012 time frame. The control strategy includes stationary-source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile-source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 Clean Air Plan also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state one-hour ozone standard.



San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element



The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.
 The objectives specified by the City include the following:



Objective 1: Adhere to state and federal air quality standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the Transportation Element of the General Plan.


Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 5: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to emission reductions.



San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance



Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the City has adopted San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6, which collectively constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (adopted in July 2008). The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). For projects over one-half acre, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) prior to issuance of a building permit by the DBI.


Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and contractors responsible for construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of Public Health. 



Dust suppression activities may include watering of all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 



The project site is over 11 acres in size, and therefore the project sponsor would be required to prepare a Dust Control Plan.



San Francisco Health Code Provisions for Urban Infill Development (Article 38)



San Francisco adopted Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, with revisions taking effect in December 2014. The revised code requires that sensitive land use developments within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone incorporate Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 equivalent ventilation systems to remove particulates from outdoor air. This regulation also applies to conversion of uses to a sensitive use (e.g., residential, senior care-facilities, day care centers, etc.). Article 38 would not be applicable to the proposed project because it does not include any sensitive uses.



5.1.5 Impacts and Mitigation Measures



5.4.5.1 Significance Thresholds



For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to air quality if it were to:



· Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



· Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;



· Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);



· Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



· Result in a cumulative air quality impact in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity.



The complete list of CEQA significance criteria relevant to the air quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odors are not addressed in this SEIR. 



5.4.5.2 Approach to Analysis



Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment employs the emission factors, models and tools distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and USEPA. Additionally, the analysis includes methodologies identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).



Methodology for Analysis of Impacts



In general, the proposed project would result in two types of air quality impacts. First, the project would result in air pollution through construction activity. Second, the project would generate air pollutants during project operations, due to increased vehicle travel and new stationary sources (i.e., five new diesel emergency generators). This section describes the methodology used to evaluate project impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan, emissions of criteria pollutants, and local health risks and hazards.


Each of these types of direct impacts are in turn separated into impacts from criteria air pollutant emissions, which are generally regional in nature, and impacts associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and PM2.5, which is a localized health risk. The assessment of criteria air pollutant impacts addresses the second and third bulleted significance thresholds identified above. The assessment of localized health risk and exposure impacts addresses the fourth bulleted significance thresholds identified above. 



Air Quality Plan



The applicable air quality plan is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, which identifies measures to reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of air pollutants; safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest health risk, with an emphasis on protecting the communities most heavily affected by air pollution; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Consistency with the Clean Air Plan can be determined if the project supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan, includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan, and if the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, the first bulleted significance criterion identified above.



Criteria Air Pollutants



As described above under Regulatory Framework, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or State standards and is designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants, with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment for either the State or federal standards. 


By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non‐attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are considered to contribute to the existing, cumulative air quality conditions. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.



Table 5.4‐6 identifies criteria air pollutant significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.



Table 5.4-6
Criteria Air Pollutant Thresholds



			Pollutant


			Construction Thresholds Average Daily Emissions (pounds per day)


			Operational Thresholds





			


			


			Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)


			Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)





			ROG


			54


			54


			10





			NOx


			54


			54


			10





			PM10


			82 (exhaust)


			82


			15





			PM2.5


			54 (exhaust)


			54


			10





			Fugitive Dust


			Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management Practices


			Not applicable








SOURCE: BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. June 2011. Available at www.baaqmd.gov


The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation is based on the State and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).
 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that could result in increased health effects.



The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created under the federal Clean Air Act to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.



Although the regulations specified above apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects generate ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, energy use, architectural coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the identified thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects. Those projects that would result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions.



Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust
and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.
 The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.
 San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust. This analysis assumes that the project would implement the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which is the basis for determining the significance of air quality impacts due to fugitive dust emissions.



Other Criteria Pollutants


Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited). The transportation analysis indicates that the intersection in the project area with the greatest volumes would be Fifth and Harrison Streets with hourly volumes of 5,432 in year 2040 with the project and convention traffic, which is less than 24,000. Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from the project, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not required.



Local Health Risks and Hazards



In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit TACs. As part of this project, Ramboll Environ conducted a health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed project to provide quantitative estimates of health risks from exposures to TACs.



The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to substantially affect the extent and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
 at sensitive receptor locations. The health protective standards used for determining the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and evidence supporting these standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a Community Risk Reduction Plan.
 The project site is not within an identified health vulnerable zip code; therefore the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5 concentration above 0.3 μg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the BAAQMD considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks.
 For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. Since the project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, the above thresholds apply to the proposed project. 



Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts



As described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the following projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis in this SEIR: University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus; Eastern Neighborhoods Program; Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock); and Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development.


While air quality analyses (both criteria air pollutants and health risk) have been conducted in the completed CEQA documentation for UCSF LRDP and the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, these analyses have not yet been completed for the other two identified projects. However, cumulative air quality analysis may be addressed by assessing whether a project's contribution is cumulatively considerable.



The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is by its nature, a cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present and future projects in the vicinity also have or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions.
 As described above, the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s emissions are below the project‐level thresholds, the project would not be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. 


Similarly, the HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized, and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance.
 Thus cumulative impacts from the Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Thus, because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is also a cumulative health risk analysis.



5.4.5.3 Impact Evaluation



Construction


Impact AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


Construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. Construction phases would include demolition, excavation and site preparation, pile installation, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of drill rigs heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, cranes, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment. During the project’s approximately 26-month construction period, construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below. 



Fugitive Dust


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Despite the established federal standards for air pollutants and ongoing implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the CARB, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998–2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths. 



Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds particulate matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general as well as due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of dust. 



In response to these concerns, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008), with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and overall construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and onsite workers, to minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 



The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one-half acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 



To comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). Reclaimed water must be used for dust suppression watering, as required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Even if not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.


For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by DPH. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant improvement projects that are over one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site-specific Dust Control Plan requirement. 



The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 mph; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with these dust control requirements. 



Implementation of dust control measures in compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.



Criteria Air Pollutants


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. Criteria and ozone precursor pollutant (NOx, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from exhaust from construction equipment and truck and vehicle trips would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of these pollutants during project construction. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend the quantification of project-related criteria pollutant exhaust emissions from construction, separate from operational emissions, and comparison with significance thresholds. Daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with significance thresholds in Table 5.4-7. Total construction emissions were calculated using the latest emission factors available at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) publication (EMFAC 2011 and OFFROAD 2011 equivalent), and total emissions were divided by the number of construction days to derive average daily emissions for comparison against applicable significance thresholds. The construction significance thresholds for criteria pollutants are established in terms of average daily emissions, which is how emissions are reported in Table 5.4‑7.


Table 5.4-7
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			7.4


			51


			0.84


			0.77





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			59


			226


			8.0


			7.9





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


The emissions presented in Table 5.4-7 would be generated by many different construction sources including the following: off-road construction equipment such as excavators, loaders, backhoes, drill rigs, and cranes; and on- road trucks. As shown in the table, the predominant source of emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 would be off-road equipment, which would generate more than three times the emissions of on-road vehicles and trucks. 



Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. However, the estimated construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the applicable significance threshold, which would be a significant air quality impact. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) is identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with construction.



ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health concern of exposure to ground-level ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short-term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.
 



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG emissions (59 pounds per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012)
 and NOx emissions (226 pounds per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012). Although Table 5.4-1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‑3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would substantially reduce construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx. The measure would require use of off-road equipment to meet minimum emission standards, and construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx would be reduced commensurate with the degree of compliance achieved (i.e., Tier 4 or Tier 4 interim or Tier 2 with 40 percent NOx VDECS). Mitigated daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with emission significance thresholds in Table 5.4-8, assuming both the maximum level and the minimum level of compliance (Tier 4 and Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). As can be seen in Table 5.4-8, construction-related emissions would be reduced to the applicable threshold for ROG with both the maximum and minimum levels of compliance. However, while NOx emissions would be reduced by as much as 68 percent with fully compliant mitigation and 36 percent with minimally compliant mitigation, project emissions of NOx would still be significant (73 pounds per day) even with maximum compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. 


A mitigation measure was considered to reduce the contribution of on-road truck emissions by restricting contractors to utilizing haul trucks manufactured in year 2010 or later (year 2007 trucks would not result in decreased emissions over the existing truck fleet).  However, the feasibility of such a measure is substantially limited at present. Recent communications with contractors indicate that there is a limited supply of available trucks for off-hauling soil. 
Given the high excavation volumes and short construction phase of the proposed project, it is probable that not enough qualified trucks would be available to implement such a measure.  Consequently, emission offsets represent the only available additional mitigation option to address construction-related NOx emissions. 



Table 5.4-8
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment (minimum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			47


			144


			1.4


			1.4





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No





			With Tier 4 Off-road Equipment (maximum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			2.5


			22


			0.4


			0.4





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			49


			73


			1.2


			1.1





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015



Because construction-related emissions of NOx would remain significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emissions Offsets) is also identified to reduce the residual pollutant emissions (see Impact AQ-2). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (Emissions Offsets) would require the project sponsor to offset remaining emissions to below significance thresholds by funding the implementation of an offsite emissions reduction project in an amount sufficient to mitigate both residual construction pollutant emissions and operational pollutant emissions described below in Impact AQ-2. As specified in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, offsetting of construction emissions would follow completion of construction activities, and the mitigation offset fee would be determined by the amount of emissions to be calculated based on reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that are determined to be reasonably commercially available. The emissions offset fee is expressed in tons per year; therefore, under the minimum level of compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the remaining construction emissions offset required is 11.7 tons per year of ozone precursors and under the maximum level of compliance, the construction emissions offset required is reduced to 2.5 tons per year of ozone precursors. However, as described in Impact AQ-2 below, offset of operational emissions required would be 17.0 tons per year, which is greater than the amount estimated to be required for construction emissions offset.  Therefore, emissions reduction projects funded through Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds after implementation of the project-specific emission reductions required under Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1. However, upon completion of construction, if the calculated emissions based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 requires offsets are in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset fees in an amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year. Because implementation of the emissions reduction project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is not fully within the control of the project sponsor (see discussion of Impact AQ-2), the residual impact of construction emissions is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets).



Summary of Impact AQ-1, Construction Emissions



Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants. The project sponsor, through its contractors, would be required to implement dust control measures in compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that the construction-related impacts due to fugitive dust would be less than significant. 



Estimated emissions of criteria air pollutants indicate that average daily construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be below the applicable thresholds. Emissions of ROG and NOx, however, would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce ROG and NOx emissions but additional implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would be further required to reduce NOx emissions to below the applicable threshold. However, because implementation of emissions offsets is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the residual impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants during construction is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization 



A.
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.
All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:



a)
Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)
All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.



			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.








i.
For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.



ii.
The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.



2.
The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.



3.
The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 



4.
The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.
The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.
Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.




Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.



C.
Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 


Comparison of Impact AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related air quality impact as less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, dust control measures. Currently, however, Mitigation Measure F.2 of the Mission Bay FSEIR to control fugitive dust would effectively be implemented through compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which was adopted in 2008. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.2 is not applicable to the proposed project. 



Criteria air pollutants from construction were not calculated or used as an assessment tool in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as BAAQMD did not recommend quantification of criteria air pollutant emissions at that time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact that was not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors that would exceed significance thresholds. 


_________________________



Operational Impacts



Impact AQ-2: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


The proposed project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including the following: new vehicle trips; maintenance operation of standby diesel generators and boilers; and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Some of the motor vehicle trips that would be generated by Golden State Warriors basketball games at the proposed event center would be regional trips similar to those currently generated by basketball games occurring at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and as a result, the emissions associated with these regional trips would not represent new emissions to the air basin. While it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of non-Golden State Warriors events (i.e., concerts, family shows etc.) would be transferred to the proposed event center in San Francisco without replacement at Oracle Arena, this analysis assumes that the Oracle Arena maintains their current levels of non-Golden State Warriors events and therefore is based on a conservative (i.e., higher) estimate of net new vehicle trips to the air basin. 



Consequently for the purposes of this CEQA analysis, the project operational emissions do not consider regional VMT-related emissions from basketball game events due to relocation of all Golden State Warriors basketball games from Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center in San Francisco. Marketing analysis indicates that the average trip length (25 miles) is the same for either arena location. There would not be another NBA franchise in the Bay Area, so all of the professional basketball games occurring in the region would be played at the new event center. This assumption is consistent with that of the City of Oakland in its CEQA-related analyses.
 All other project operational vehicle trips associated with the proposed land uses are considered to be “new“vehicle trips for the purposes of this analysis. 


This scenario also assumes successful implementation of the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the proposed project, or implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard), if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan  is not implemented. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description and also in more detail in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the proposed project, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would provide additional service over existing conditions to accommodate peak evening events for basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. Under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. However, as also discussed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-18, if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not fully implemented in the future due to SFMTA fiscal constraints, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard) would require the project sponsor to implement additional transportation demand management  strategies as necessary to achieve a similar arrival auto mode share as with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, which is no more than 53 percent for weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees and 59 percent for weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees.



Criteria air pollutant emissions were calculated for all project operational emission sources, including mobile sources (vehicles), generators, natural gas boilers, and area sources. USEPA emission factors were used for generators and boilers. Vehicle trip emissions were calculated using EMFAC2011 emissions factors from the CARB
 (the latest emissions factors available at the time of the NOP publication), based on vehicle trip generation rates developed for this project (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). The proposed project would include a number of measures that would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions. For example, the project’s trip generation takes into account the project’s proximity to transit service. The project would also include: bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure; provision of bicycle parking; increased energy efficiency beyond Title 24; meeting Green Building Code standards; and installation of low-water use appliances and fixtures. Calculated air pollutant emissions for the proposed project have already incorporated emission reductions associated with these measures.



The results of the project operational criteria air pollutant emissions calculations are presented in Table 5.4-9. Details on calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ. Table 5.4-9 indicates that operational criteria air pollutant emissions of the proposed project would result in emission of criteria pollutants and precursors that would be at levels below the thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5. However, the estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the significance threshold, resulting in a significant air quality impact.


Table 5.4-9
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			42


			108


			77


			22





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			35


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			79


			124


			80


			25





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources 


			7.6


			20


			14


			4.0





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.06


			0.18


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			6.4


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			14


			23


			14.6


			4.5





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required


			4.4


			12.6


			0


			0








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015





The main health concern of exposure to ground‐level ozone, for which ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short‐term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG and NOx emissions (79 pounds of ROG per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012, and 124 pounds of NOx per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012).
 Although Table 5.4‐1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‐3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) are identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with project operations. In addition, implementation Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Implement Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips) would also reduce operational emissions.


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would reduce operational emissions of ROG and NOx primarily through reduction in mobile sources through implementation of additional transportation demand measures (TDM) beyond those already included as part of the proposed project. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, provides a detailed analysis regarding strategies to reduce transportation impacts, which form the basis for Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a. However, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the feasibility of the additional TDM measures listed in Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a  is currently unknown. Even though the California Air Pollution Control Officers Administration estimates that “commute trip reduction” strategies can result in a commuter trip reduction of 1.0 to 6.2 percent,
 the specific TDM strategies identified for this project address more than just commute trips, and it is unknown if a higher percentage reduction of overall vehicle trips is attainable. Notwithstanding these estimated reductions, it is assumed that specific quantitative reduction of vehicle trips associated with the additional TDM would be difficult to quantify and the success of any one measure variable; therefore, no emissions reduction are attributed to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a or Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1.



To address operational emission levels of ROG and NOx exceeding the SEIR’s significance thresholds, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, Emission Offsets, is identified to offset project operational emissions by funding the implementation of one or more emission reduction projects within the air basin. As discussed above under “Regulatory Setting,” the BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB, which establishes the cost-effectiveness criteria for funding emissions reduction projects at $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM emissions.
 The Carl Moyer guidelines can be used to evaluate other emissions reduction projects within the SFBAAB that are administered by the Strategic Incentive Division of BAAQMD. Based on the current Carl Moyer cost effectiveness criteria and a 5 percent administrative fee, payment of $321,646 to the Strategic Incentives Division of the BAAQMD to implement emission reduction projects within the SFBAAB would be sufficient to offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by operation of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds, based on 4.4 tons per year of ROG and 12.6 tons per year of NOx, as shown in Table 5.4-9, or a total of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors; as indicated in Impact AQ-1 above, estimated emissions offsets for construction emissions is less than 17.0 tons per year, so this payment would also mitigate for the project's construction emissions.




Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee to the BAAQMD to fund emissions reduction projects that would reduce emissions of ozone precursors to below the applicable thresholds. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b also assumes that the BAAQMD would report to the lead agency the final emissions reductions funded by the mitigation fee and that the BAAQMD would refund the project sponsor for any unspent mitigation fees upon meeting the required emissions reductions indicated in Table 5.4-9 above.



The project sponsor has agreed to fund Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b as part of its overall commitment to implement all mitigation measures identified in this SEIR. However, because implementation of an emissions offset project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants associated with project operations is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets). 


Summary of Impact AQ-2, Operational Emissions



Operation of the proposed project would include a variety of sources that would contribute to long term emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5). These sources would include new vehicle trips, maintenance and operation of standby diesel generators, boilers, and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Calculations of average daily and maximum annual emissions indicate that under the proposed project without mitigation, levels of ROG and NOx would exceed significance thresholds; this would be a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1, operational emissions of ROG and NOx would still be significant due to the as yet unknown feasibility of the mitigation strategies. Consequently, emission offsets, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, represent the only available mitigation option to address operations-related emissions. However, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation because implementation of an emissions offset project is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, beyond the control of the project sponsor. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions 



The project sponsor shall implement the following measures as feasible:


· Provision of outlets for electrically powered landscape equipment


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-11)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets


Upon completion of construction, and prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall pay a mitigation offset fee to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) Strategic Incentives Division in an amount not to exceed $321,646 to fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors. Documentation of payment shall be provided to OCII or its designated representative.


The project sponsor shall calculate the amount of emissions offset  required from construction based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that were determined to be commercially available. If the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors requires offsets in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year.


Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment and commitment by the BAAQMD to: (1) implement an emissions reduction project(s) within one year of receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emission reduction objectives specified above; and (2) provide documentation to OCII or its designated representative and to the project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of ROG and NOx reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction project(s), the project sponsor shall be entitled to a refund in that amount from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements.





Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, in this SEIR for further discussion)


Of these Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure E.46 has already been implemented and Mitigation Measure E.48 applies only to UCSF. Consequently, only the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47, E.49, and E.50 would apply to the proposed project.


Mitigation Measure E.47: Prepare a Transportation System Management Plan (generally applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.49: Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good-faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours. Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Comparison of Impact AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the operational air quality impact with respect to criteria air pollutants as significant and unavoidable due to NOx emissions in excess of 16 times greater than the 1998 threshold, ROG emissions in excess of 10 times the 1998 threshold and PM10 emissions in excess of 24 times the 1998 threshold. Thus, the impact conclusion for the proposed project is essentially the same as that in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Mission Bay plan area for ROG and NOx, though unlike the conclusions of the FSEIR, the proposed project's operational emissions would not exceed the PM10 threshold. Therefore, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified. As described above, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (which is the same as Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Measures E.46 through E.50), would still apply to the proposed project.


_________________________



Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation



Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. As described above in Section 5.4.2.3, this assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on significance thresholds for PM2.5 and excess cancer risk, or areas within the City that warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit TACs or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. The project site is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Under existing conditions, sensitive land uses exist in the project vicinity, as indicated in Table 5.4-5; in addition, there is the potential that planned future development in the project vicinity could include sensitive uses, such as the planned Uber/ARE development at Blocks 26-27, north of the project site (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description of planned and proposed project in the vicinity). Thus, because construction and operation of the proposed project would result in emissions of TACs and PM2.5, this analysis evaluates the potential to expose sensitive receptors in the project vicinity to substantial air pollutant concentrations.


Construction TAC Emissions


Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions in California, although since 2007, the CARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.
 Newer and more refined emission inventories have lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.
 For example, CARB’s revised estimates of particulate matter (PM) emissions (of which DPM is a major component) for the SFBAAB for the year 2010 have decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates.
 Approximately half of the reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.
 



Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in from 1996 to 2000, and Tier 4 interim and final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.
 Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to NOx and PM emissions.



Furthermore, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:



“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005). In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”



Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to overestimate assessments of long-term health risks. However, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted for the proposed project’s 26-month construction period. The primary construction TAC emissions of concern, DPM and PM2.5, would be emitted by diesel-powered construction equipment and truck trips hauling excavated materials. Equipment used would include cranes, excavators, loaders and backhoes. The project-specific HRA was based on the use of these and other high-powered non-standardized diesel equipment, as provided by the project sponsor.


Operational TAC Emissions


The sources of TAC emissions that would occur during the operational phase of the project include emissions from mobile sources (passenger vehicles and delivery vehicles) and five stationary sources (diesel generators). Mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles, which are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health and environmental effects. Examples of mobile source air toxics include benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, polycyclic organic matter (POM), naphthalene, and diesel particulate matter.



Under the project, the five proposed diesel back-up generators would all be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1. Diesel generators, if larger than 50 horsepower, must obtain a permit from the BAAQMD and comply with the Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. As a practical matter, the BAAQMD will not issue a permit for a new generator that results in an operational cancer risk greater than 10 in one million. 



Health Risk Assessment



A heath risk assessment was conducted to asses both increased cancer risk and localized PM2.5 concentrations from both construction and operational sources. Localized PM2.5 concentrations are assessed based on annual average concentrations, and hence, separate evaluations are performed for construction and operations. Conversely, cancer risk is assessed based on the probability of contracting cancer over a person’s lifetime, evaluated as 70 years. Therefore the probability of an increased cancer risk is determined by evaluating a sensitive receptor’s exposure to both construction and operational emissions. Both the PM2.5 and cancer risk assessments account for background (existing) concentrations and risk levels. The cumulative (project plus background) PM2.5 and cancer risk results are compared to significance thresholds of 10 µg/m3 and 100 per one million, respectively.



Sources considered in the HRA include un-mitigated and mitigated emissions from construction equipment and trucks, operational traffic generated by the full build out of the proposed development, and maintenance operations of the proposed diesel generators. Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from the proposed project, near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from project construction emission sources was conducted using the USEPA’s American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD), version 14134,
 as recommended by the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Air dispersion modeling applications used meteorological data from the Mission Bay meteorological site operated by the BAAQMD to provide the most representative data set for this analysis. 



The ambient concentrations obtained through dispersion modeling were subsequently used in the risk assessment to quantify cancer health risk impacts and to evaluate PM2.5 impacts. Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters, which are discussed below.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from operational sources, a screening level assessment was conducted. Emissions from the proposed emergency generators were assumed to comply with BAAQMD permitting requirements. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million. As a worst case analysis, it was conservatively assumed the two generators each associated with the retail and office buildings, respectively, could potentially be permitted by a separate entity than the permit held by the arena operator and that therefore three separate permits could be required, each allowing an increased cancer risk of up to 10 in one million. Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that increased cancer risk associated with the five proposed generators could be up to 30 in one million and no refined health risk modeling was conducted for the emergency generators.


Meteorological Data. Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For the HRA, meteorological data collected and processed by BAAQMD
 at the Mission Bay station were used.
 The Mission Bay station is less than 1 mile west of the project site. 


Source Configurations – Construction. Emitting activities were modeled between 7 a.m. and 1 a.m., seven days a week to reflect the duration of construction activities. 


Source Configurations – Operation. Emissions from project-generated traffic were modeled 24 hours a day, with an hour-of-day temporal profile reflecting the fluctuation of traffic volume in San Francisco County, extracted from EMFAC 2011. Actual emission factors were generated by EMFAC2011 for the project-generated traffic increment.


Source Parameters – Construction. At any given time there would be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. Each construction phase was modeled as a series of adjacent area sources, the dimensions of which varied depending on the sources considered. Off-site vehicles (trucks and worker trips going to and from construction zones) were included in the area sources. 



Source Parameters – Operation. The proposed project would include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. According to the BAAQMD,
 non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that can be excluded from the CEQA process. The project would also include five stationary emergency diesel engines which would require stationary source permits. These generators would require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have up to three different owners, resulting in three separate permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a total potential risk of 30 in one million associated with project generators.



PM2.5 impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate maximum impacts. Using the concentration estimates from SCREEN3, a human health risk analysis was conducted at distances from the project site representing the residential and hospital receptors.



More specific details on the health risk and PM2.5 calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ.


Exposure to PM2.5


Table 5.4-10 shows the results of the risk assessment for exposure to PM2.5 during construction at the maximally impacted receptor. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone standard for PM2.5 is an annual average standard, and because construction and operational activities would not overlap, only the construction PM2.5 concentrations are added to the background PM2.5 concentrations to determine whether construction of the project would result in the project vicinity meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria. As shown in Table 5.4-10, cumulative PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 significance threshold. Thus, localized PM2.5 impacts from construction activities at sensitive receptor locations would be less than significant.


Table 5.4-10
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors


			Source


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			8.8 / 8.5


			8.9 / 8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Project, Unmitigated)a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:



a
The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Following completion of construction activities, the proposed project’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are quantified in Table 5.4-10. As shown in this table, maximum cumulative (background plus project) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3 for the proposed project. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed 10 µg/m3. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and construction and operational PM2.5 emissions would be less than significant. 


Cancer Risk 



The results of the risk assessment are presented in Table 5.4-11 below for both the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios, the latter of which assumes the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 engines with NOx VDECS) with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above under Impact AQ-1. Table 5.4-11 shows that under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated project conditions, a significant impact. The proposed project’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million, and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 37 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. 



Table 5.4-11
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors


			Source


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower 
Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117 / 72


			66 / 64


			109 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes / No


			No / No


			Yes / No





			NOTES:



a
The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-3, Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants



Both construction and operation of the proposed project would generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants, including DPM. The project-specific HRA conducted indicated that without mitigation, the project—including both construction and operational impacts added to the existing background levels— would exceed significance thresholds for increased cancer risk for off-site receptors; concentrations of PM2.5 emissions would not exceed significance thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above for Impact AQ-1, impacts related to increased cancer risk would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation. 



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Comparison of Impact AQ-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR qualitatively assessed operational health risk impacts and identified this impact as potentially significant. The FSEIR identified four mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures F.3, F.4, F.5, and F.6) to reduce impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants, but in the absence of specific development proposals at that time, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Only one of the four FSEIR mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3 requires the applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources. As a permit will be required for the five proposed backup diesel generators, the applicant would be required to comply with FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.4 requires establishing a meteorological station in Mission Bay; this measure has already been implemented and information from this meteorological station was used in to conduct the HRA prepared for this SEIR. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.5 requires reducing exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene and other toxic contaminants. Dry cleaning operations primarily emit evaporative emissions of perchloroethylene. However, BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 16 required that all co-residential (sharing a wall, floor, ceiling or is in the same building as a residential unit) dry cleaners cease use of perchloroethylene on July 1, 2010. Additionally, all other dry cleaners must phase out use of perchloroethylene by January 1, 2023. Therefore, due to current regulations, dry cleaning facilities are not anticipated to result in substantial, long term health risks to sensitive populations in San Francisco, and this measure is no longer applicable. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.6 requires the creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources; this measure does not apply to the proposed project because although only TAC sources (diesel generators) would be located in the garage, the nearest child care facility (UCSF Child Care Center) is located over 1,300 feet to the west and the nearest school (Daniel Webster Elementary) is located over 2,000 feet to the southwest of the proposed project. Additionally a potential San Francisco Unified School District school site is located at Block 14, approximately 1,500 feet west of the project site.  BAAQMD generally recognizes a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from standard TAC sources as sufficient to avoid health impacts relative to CEQA. At this time, there is a planned development at Blocks 26/27, directly north of Blocks 29-32 (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description) which could include sensitive receptors such as a day care facility. Since this facility could be located within 1,000 feet of the project during a portion of the construction period (8 months) and during operations, the potential impacts are analyzed in Impact C-AQ-2, below.


Therefore, because the project's impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.



_________________________



Consistency with Clean Air Plan



Impact AQ-4: The proposed project could conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The most recently adopted air quality plan in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2010). The 2010 CAP is a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the State one-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable, and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The control strategy includes stationary source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the State one-hour ozone standard.


BAAQMD guidance states that lead agencies should consider three questions in assessing consistency with the 2010 CAP: (1) Would the project support the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan? (2) Does the project include applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan? and (3) Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan? 



Support the Primary Goals of the CAP. The first of these questions is whether a project would support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP, which include:



· Attainment of air quality standards;



· Reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area; and



· Reducing greenhouse gases and protecting the climate.



With respect attainment of air quality standards, several mitigation measures are identified to reduce criteria air pollutants from both construction and operations. These include Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization, which would reduce construction-related ozone precursor NOx emissions by 62 percent. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to decrease vehicle trips) would promote additional transportation demand strategies beyond those included in the proposed project, while Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would offset both construction-related and operational ROG and NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, as addressed in Impact AQ-3, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce increased cancer risks from construction such that these risks would be below significance thresholds, thereby reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area. 



The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs is discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As stated in that discussion, the proposed project would be substantially compliant with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and thus would not result in any significant impacts associated with an increase in GHGs or conflict with measures adopted for the purpose of reducing such emissions. 



The other two questions to be considered are:



· Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality plan?



· Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any air quality plan control measures?



Applicable Control Measures from the CAP. To meet the primary goals, the Clean Air Plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary‐ and area‐source measures, mobile‐source measures, transportation control measures, land‐use measures, and energy and climate measures. The Clean Air Plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into communities where goods and services are located nearby and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the Clean Air Plan includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the SFBAAB.


The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and climate control measures. 



The compact urban development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options would ensure that event center attendees and employees could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 13,691 net new daily vehicle trips (weekday with concert event) during the operational phase would result in an increase in air pollutant emissions. 


Transportation control measures that are identified in the Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code,
 for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.



Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would incorporate a TDM program. Compliance with these requirements would ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan and supports the Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M‑AQ-2a, Reduce Operational Emissions, and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would promote additional strategies to reduce vehicle trips beyond those incorporated in the project, further supporting the Clean Air Plan's goals.


The proposed project includes sustainability measures that would serve to implement control measures of the 2010 CAP, including the land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures of the 2010 CAP. The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards. This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 


Disruption or Hindrance of CAP Control Measures. Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive parking beyond City parking requirements. The proposed project would maintain the existing character of the project site, which is a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain — on the east side of the roadway — a two-way cycletrack (bike path). Thus, the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan.



Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions), and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-4



The project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP, assuming implementation of mitigation measures, which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds in addition to project-specific measures to reduce pollutant emissions. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures as well as the transportation demand management measures incorporated in the proposed project. The proposed project would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emissions Offsets (see Impact AQ-2, above)



FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)



Comparison of Impact AQ-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified Clean Air Plan consistency as a significant and unavoidable impact. This conclusion was based on: (1) the increase in population (819,500) would exceed that assumed in the Clean Air Plan at the time (795,800 in 2015); and (2) the increase in VMT was greater than the increase in population. No mitigation measures were identified with respect to this impact but presumably these would be the same as the operational air pollutant measures.



Based on the updated approach to analysis for the proposed project, the impact conclusion for the proposed project would have a less severe impact than what was identified in the FSEIR (i.e., less than significant with mitigation), and the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified.



_________________________



Cumulative Impacts



Impact C-AQ-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.
 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-2b, the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions (Impacts AQ‐1 and AQ-2) could be mitigated to below the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b represents the lead agency's efforts to use offsets as air quality mitigation, and although offsets would be implemented through a known verifiable program well established by the BAAQMD, implementation of the mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project sponsor. Thus, the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and therefore, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures identified for Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and the cumulative impact is also considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 






Summary of Impact C-AQ-1



The analysis of construction-related and operational criteria pollutant impacts (Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2, respectively) assess whether the proposed project would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and localized air quality impacts. The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets (see Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2)


FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)





Comparison of Impact C-AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative criteria air pollutant emissions were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the significant and unavoidable finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________



Impact C-AQ-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, the project site is not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Impact AQ-3 addresses health risk exposures from TACs resulting from both construction and operation of the proposed project and adds them to the cumulative existing contributions of risks from TACs and PM2.5 concentrations. The analysis then compares these cumulative totals to thresholds developed for the purposes of a cumulative impacts analysis. The HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. 


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative localized air pollutant exposure impacts encompasses potential new sensitive land uses or emissions sources that could be developed within approximately 1,000 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 1,000 feet, CARB has found that ground-level TAC emissions to return to background levels.
 This is because the contribution of project emissions would be greatly dispersed through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. 


Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, which in particular would include implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects. The UCSF LRDP EIR proposes new housing at Block 15 which is over 1,000 feet from the project site and would have impacts substantially less than those identified in Impact AQ-3 for both the UCSF Hospital Receptors and UCSF Hearst Tower receptor, both of which were identified as less than significant with mitigation.  


Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 mixed use developments would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance. Thus, cumulative impacts from the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 developments would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. 








The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Although primarily designated as office use this development and any development in Mission Bay could include child care facilities and therefore have the potential to represent a future sensitive receptor. Occupancy of this cumulative, offsite project would likely not occur until 2017 at which time the construction of the proposed project would be in its third and final year. Consequently, sensitive receptors at this site would be exposed to  at most eight months of construction emissions, resulting in an excess cancer risk of about 12 in one million assuming minimum compliance with mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Adding this exposure to existing levels modeled by the City and the project contributions from generators and vehicles results in a cumulative exposure of 70 in a million, which would be below the cumulative threshold of 100 in one million. In addition the Uber/ARE project would be subject to Mitigation Measure F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources from the 1998 FSEIR. Consequently, TAC exposure to receptors potentially proposed by future cumulative projects would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


 Comparison of Impact C-AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative impacts regarding TACs were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the less than significant with mitigation finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.
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�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014.



�	CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010. p.218



�	The following equation is used to calculated the Weighted Emissions Reductions: Weighted Emissions Reductions= NOx reductions (tons/year)+ROG Reductions (tons/year) +(20 x (PM Reductions (tons/year))).



�	CITE MITIGATION AGREEMENT



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, � HYPERLINK "http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm" \l "inuse_or_category" �http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category�.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 



�	California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6. 



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, User's Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Emissions Monitoring and Analysis Division, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-454/B-03-001, September 2004.



�	BAAQMD processed the data using AERMET 12345.



�	The ESA Air Quality Technical Report Scope of Work approved by the San Francisco EP suggested using this meteorological station. 



�	BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at : http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Risk%20Modeling%20�Approach%20May%202012.ashx?la=en



� Although the Planning Code is not applicable within the Mission Bay Area, similar requirements are implemented pursuant to the Mission Bay South Design for Development.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.







�This text may remain due to CM-based funding calculation pending BAAQMD response.







If it remains, need to consider text changes and concerns of KA



�If possible, can we get a citation for this. 



�This is the revised measure, as provided by Chris Stile 5/22/15 and approved by EP on 5/26/15.



�Revise text? Per JR comment pending BAAQMD response







From BAAQMD: The offset figure provided here does not include the “capital recovery factor” at 0.347.  



Also BAAQMD revisions/comments to mitigation measure suggest that they believe construction offsets would be “in addition” to these operational offsets and their revisions reflect this. I have added text in Impact AQ-1 to clarify that construction offsets would not be in addition to the operational offsets because they would be lower and the offset fee paid prior to construction. 











�I believe all comments can be deleted now. 



�MMA?



�This addresses health risk.  I’ve combined with Impact C-AQ-2 and revised as appropriate. 
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Eickman, Kent (CWP); Kern, Chris (CPC); "Joyce Hsiao"; "Paul Mitchell"; Dang, Herbert (CWP)
Cc: Whitt, Robert (CWP); Freeman, Craig (PUC)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:32:11 AM


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);
Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS work be done this
summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas
McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,



mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:keickman@sfwater.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org
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mailto:rwhitt@sfwater.org

mailto:cfreeman@sfwater.org

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com
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Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Eickman, Kent
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary


Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herbert (CWP)
Cc: Whitt, Robert (CWP); Freeman, Craig (PUC)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16:07 AM


Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS work be done this
summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas
McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: AQ Section
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:45:50 PM
Attachments: 5-04_Air Quality_GSW MB ADSEIR3-JR.doc


image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Joyce,
 
Great job on the revisions, I think you’ve captured everything.  The majority of my edits are in the
cumulative impact statements.  Please call me if you have any questions.  Alternatives to follow
next.
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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5.4 Air Quality



5.1.1 Introduction



This section discusses the existing air quality conditions in the project area, presents the regulatory framework for air quality management, and analyzes the potential for the proposed project to affect existing air quality conditions, both regionally and locally, due to activities that emit criteria and non-criteria air pollutants. It also analyzes the types and quantities of emissions that would be generated on a temporary basis due to proposed construction activities as well as those generated over the long term due to proposed operation of project elements. The analysis determines whether those emissions are significant in relation to applicable air quality standards and identifies feasible mitigation measures for significant adverse impacts. The section also includes an analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. The potential for odor impacts was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which found that the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odor impacts are not addressed in this SEIR. Emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from the proposed project’s potential impacts on climate change and the state’s goals for greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 are presented and discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.


The analysis in this section is based on a review of existing air quality conditions in the region and air quality regulations administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). This analysis includes methodologies identified in the updated BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).


5.1.2 Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Section



5.4.2.1 FSEIR Setting



The air quality setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR, localized concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an example, the FSEIR reported that carbon monoxide standards were occasionally exceeded in San Francisco and that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San Francisco. Since 1998, the effect of reformulated gasoline and other regulatory changes has resulted in no carbon monoxide violations in the past 15 years and a reduction in the number of violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening of the ambient particulate standards. 



In 1998 when the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, the BAAQMD had published CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, however, those guidelines differed substantially from the BAAQMD guidelines published in 2012 and used in this SEIR. For example, the earlier guidelines did not recommend quantification of construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants. 


5.4.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures



Air quality impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as a part of the over 300-acre area analyzed in the Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact from operational vehicle emissions, while criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources were identified as less than significant due to new source review requirements. Mitigation Measure F.1 was identified to reduce vehicle trips associated with development, although the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged that reduction of vehicle emissions below thresholds was not reasonably attainable because projected emissions were so far above the thresholds. Mitigation Measure F.1 essentially implemented Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation analysis:



· E.46: Establishment of Transportation Management Organizations



· E.47: Transportation System Management Plan 



· E.48: Constrain parking at UCSF



· E.49: Good faith efforts to assist in implementation of ferry service 


· E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours.


The impact analysis also included modeling of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for 13 intersections in the project area. While modeling indicated that several of these intersections would potentially experience CO concentrations in excess of state and federal standards under existing plus project conditions, modeling under future year (2015) plus project conditions indicated that these violations would not be realized in the future due to planned improvements in the vehicle fleet and reformulated gasoline. 



The Plan-level impact analysis conducted in the Mission Bay FSEIR assessed the consistency of population increases from development under the entire proposed plan with the growth assumptions of the applicable Clean Air Plan at the time, the ’97 Clean Air Plan. This analysis identified a significant Plan-level air quality impact as population growth under the Plan would have exceeded that of the ’97 Clean Air Plan. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified air pollutant emissions from construction and demolition activities as a less-than-significant air quality impact with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, which requires a menu of 14 particulate emission control measures.



Operational health risk impacts were identified as potentially significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR and mitigation was identified, but because of lack of a specific development proposal, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures for impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) during project operations include the following:



· F.3: Require applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources.


· F.4: Establish meteorological station in Mission Bay. 


· F.5: Reduce exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene
 and other toxic contaminants.



· F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources. 


5.1.3 Setting



5.4.3.1 Climate and Meteorology



The project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The air basin’s moderate climate steers storm tracks away from the region for much of the year, although storms generally affect the region from November through April. San Francisco’s proximity to the onshore breezes stimulated by the Pacific Ocean provide for generally very good air quality in the project area. 



Temperatures in the project area average in the mid-50s annually, generally ranging from the low 40s on winter mornings to mid-70s during summer afternoons. Daily and seasonal oscillations of temperature are small because of the moderating effects of the nearby San Francisco Bay. In contrast to the steady temperature regime, rainfall is highly variable and confined almost exclusively to the “rainy” period from November through April. Precipitation may vary widely from year to year as a shift in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference between a very wet year and drought conditions. 



Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants regionally. The project area lies within the Peninsula climatological subregion. Marine air traveling through the Golden Gate is a dominant weather factor affecting dispersal of air pollutants within the region. Wind measurements collected on the San Francisco mainland indicate a prevailing wind direction from the west and an average annual wind speed of 10.3 miles per hour.
 Increased temperatures create the conditions in which ozone formation can increase.



5.4.3.2 Ambient Air Quality – Criteria Air Pollutants



As required by the 1970 federal Clean Air Act, the USEPA initially identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. USEPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public-health-based and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants originally identified by USEPA. Since that time, subsets of particulate matter have been identified for which permissible levels have been established. These include particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5).



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction for regulating air quality within the nine county SFBAAB. The region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area. Table 5.4-1 presents a five-year summary for the period 2010 to 2014 of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations, collected at the air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the BAAQMD at 16th and Arkansas Streets (Potrero Hill), approximately one half mile west of the project site. Table 5.4-1 also compares measured pollutant concentrations with the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (state or federal). Concentrations shown in bold indicate an exceedance of the standard.


Ozone



Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG, also sometimes referred to as volatile organic compounds or VOC by some regulating agencies) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay Area, automobiles are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema. 



Table 5.4-1 shows that, according to published data, the most stringent applicable standards for ozone (state 1-hour standard of 9 parts per hundred million [pphm] and the federal 8-hour standard of 8 pphm) were not exceeded in San Francisco between 2010 and 2014.



Carbon Monoxide (CO)



CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, nausea, dizziness, and fatigue; impair central nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal. As shown in Table 5.4-1, the more stringent state CO standards were not exceeded between 2010 and 2014. Measurements of CO indicate hourly maximums ranging between 9 to 10 percent of the more stringent state standard, and maximum 8-hour CO levels that are approximately 11 to 16 percent of the allowable 8-hour standard.



Table 5.4-1
Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2010–2014)



			Pollutant


			Most Stringent Applicable
Standard


			Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Concentrations Measureda





			


			


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013


			2014





			Ozone


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>9 pphmb


			8


			7


			7


			7


			8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>7 pphmc


			5


			5


			5


			6


			7





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>20 ppmb


			1.8


			1.8


			2.0


			1.8


			1.8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>9 ppmb


			1.4


			1.2


			1.2


			1.4


			1.0





			Suspended Particulates (PM10)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>50 µg/m3 b


			40


			46


			51


			44


			36





			Suspended Particulates (PM2.5)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			1


			3


			2


			1


			2





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>35 µg/m3 e


			36


			45


			47


			36


			49





			 ‑ Annual Average (µg/m3)


			>12 µg/m3 b, c


			9.7


			10.5


			9.5


			8.2


			10.1





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>10 pphmc


			9


			9


			12


			7


			8








NOTES:




Bold values are in excess of applicable standard. 




ppm = parts per million; pphm = parts per hundred million 




µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter




ND = No data or insufficient data.



a
Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for particulate matter. PM10 and PM2.5 are monitored every six days and therefore the number of days exceeded is out of approximately 60 annual samples.


b
State standard, not to be exceeded.



c
Federal standard, not to be exceeded.



d
Based on a sampling schedule of one out of every six days, for a total of approximately 60 samples per year.



e
Federal standard was reduced from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006.






SOURCE:
BAAQMD, Bay Area Air Pollution Summary, 209 – 2014. Available online at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/
Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx. Accessed April 21, 2015.



Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)



Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne particles from man-made and natural sources. Particulate matter is measured in two size ranges: PM10 for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5 for particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the air basin’s particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as construction are other sources of such fine particulates. These fine particulates are small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and can cause adverse health effects. According to the CARB, studies in the United States and elsewhere “have demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital admissions, emergency room visits, and asthma attacks,” and studies of children’s health in California have demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in children.” The CARB also reports that statewide attainment of particulate matter standards could prevent thousands of premature deaths, lower hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and asthma-related emergency room visits, and avoid hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory illness in California.
 Among the criteria pollutants that are regulated, particulates appear to represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As long ago as 1999, the BAAQMD was reporting, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, that studies had shown that elevated particulate levels contribute to the death of approximately 200 to 500 people per year in the Bay Area. High levels of particulate matter can exacerbate chronic respiratory ailments, such as bronchitis and asthma, and have been associated with increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions.



Table 5.4-1 shows that an exceedance of the state PM10 standard occurred on one monitored occasion between 2010 and 2014 in San Francisco. It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM10 standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) was exceeded on up to 6 days per year between 2010 and 2014.
 It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded on up to 48 days per year between 2010 and 2014.4 The federal state annual average standard was not exceeded between 2010 and 2014.



PM2.5 is of particular concern because epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near freeways and high-traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children.



Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



NO2 is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. Table 5.4.1 shows that the current state standard for NO2 is being met in San Francisco. In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour NO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. Currently, the CARB is recommending that the Bay Area air basin be designated as an attainment area for the new standard.
 This new federal standard was exceeded on one day at the San Francisco station between 2010 and 2014.


Table 5.4-2
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status



			Pollutant


			Averaging Time


			State (SAAQsa)


			Federal (NAAQSb)





			


			


			Standard


			Attainment Status


			Standard


			Attainment Status





			Ozone


			1 hour


			0.09 ppm


			N


			NA


			See Note c





			


			8 hour


			0.07 ppm


			Nd


			0.075 ppm


			N/Marginal





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			1 hour


			20 ppm


			A


			35 ppm


			A





			


			8 hour


			9 ppm


			A


			9 ppm


			A





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			1 hour


			0.18 ppm


			A


			0.100 ppm


			U





			


			Annual


			0.030 ppm


			NA


			0.053 ppm


			A





			Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)


			1 hour


			0.25 ppm


			A


			0.075


			A





			


			24 hour


			0.04 ppm


			A


			0.14


			A





			


			Annual


			NA


			NA


			0.03 ppm


			A





			Particulate Matter (PM10)


			24 hour


			50 µg/m3


			N


			150 µg/m3


			U





			


			Annuale


			20 µg/m3 f


			N


			NA


			NA





			Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)


			24 hour


			NA


			NA


			35 µg/m3


			N





			


			Annual


			12 µg/m3


			N


			12 µg/m3


			U/A





			Sulfates


			24 hour


			25 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			Lead


			30 day


			1.5 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			


			Cal. Quarter


			NA


			NA


			1.5 µg/m3


			A





			Hydrogen Sulfide


			1 hour


			0.03 ppm


			U


			NA


			NA





			Visibility-Reducing Particles


			8 hour


			See Note g


			U


			NA


			NA








NOTES: 




A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; NA = Not Applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 



a
SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1‑hour and 24‑hour), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility‑reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.



b
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8‑hour ozone standard is attained when the three‑year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24‑hour PM10 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The 24‑hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.



c
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) revoked the national 1‑hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.



d
This state 8‑hour ozone standard was approved in April 2005 and became effective in May 2006.



e
State standard = annual geometric mean; national standard = annual arithmetic mean.



f
In June 2002, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.



g
Statewide visibility‑reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10‑mile nominal visual range.



SOURCE:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Standards and Attainment Status, 2015, http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm, accessed October 13 2014; and U.S. EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2012, http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html, accessed October 13, 2014. 



The USEPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2 concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new near-roadway monitoring sites are required in California, three of which will be in the Bay Area. These monitors are planned for Berkeley, Oakland, and San Jose. The Oakland station commenced operation in February 2014 and the San Jose station commenced in March of 2015 while the Berkeley station is expected to be operational in summer 2015. The new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations in the future. The CARB will revise the area designation recommendations, as appropriate, once the new monitoring data become available.



Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can cause health effects at high concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.,
 Pollutant trends suggest that the air basin currently meets and will continue to meet the state standard for SO2 for the foreseeable future.


In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour SO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. The USEPA has initially designated the SFBAAB as an attainment area for SO2. Similar to the new federal standard for NO2, the USEPA has established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure SO2 concentrations beginning in January 2013.
 No additional SO2 monitors are required for the Bay Area because the BAAQMD jurisdiction has never been designated as non-attainment for SO2 and no State Implementation Plans or maintenance plans have been prepared for SO2.



Lead



Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which put children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California. On October 15, 2008, the USEPA strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by lowering it from 1.5 μg/m3 to 0.15 μg/m3. The USEPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010.
 These requirements focus on airports and large urban areas resulting in an increase in 76 monitors nationally.
 Lead monitoring stations in the Bay Area are located at Palo Alto Airport, Reid-Hillview Airport (San Jose), and San Carlos Airport. Non-airport locations for lead monitoring are Redwood City and San Jose.



Air Quality Index 


The USEPA developed the Air Quality Index (AQI) scale to make the public health impacts of air pollution concentrations easily understandable. The AQI, much like an air quality “thermometer,” translates daily air pollution concentrations into a number on a scale between 0 and 500. The numbers in the scale are divided into six color-coded ranges, with numbers 0-300 as outlined below.


· Green (0-50) indicates “good” air quality. No health impacts are expected when air quality is in the green range.



· Yellow (51-100) indicates air quality is “moderate.” Unusually sensitive people should consider limited prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Orange (101-150) indicates air quality is “unhealthy for sensitive groups.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should limit outdoor exertion.



· Red (151-200) indicates air quality is “unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Purple (201-300) indicates air quality is “very unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit outdoor exertion. 



The AQI numbers refer to specific amounts of pollution in the air. They are based on the federal air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. In most cases, the federal standard for these air pollutants corresponds to the number 100 on the AQI chart. If the concentration of any of these pollutants rises above its respective standard, it can be unhealthy for the public. In determining the air quality forecast, local air districts, including the BAAQMD, use the anticipated concentration measurements for each of the major pollutants, convert them into AQI numbers, and determine the highest AQI for each zone in a district.


Readings below 100 on the AQI scale would not typically affect the health of the general public (although readings in the moderate range of 50 to 100 may affect unusually sensitive people). Levels above 300 rarely occur in the United States, and readings above 200 have not occurred in the Bay Area in decades.
 Historical BAAQMD data indicate that the SFBAAB experienced air quality in the Red level (unhealthy) on two days between the years 2009 to 2013. As shown in Table 5.4-3, the SFBAAB had a total of 19 orange-level (unhealthy for sensitive groups) days in 2009, 14 days in 2010, 12 days in 2011, 8 days in 2012, and 15 days 2013. 



Table 5.4-3
Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin


			AQI Statistics for City of San Francisco


			Number of Days by Year





			


			2009


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013





			Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups (Orange) 


			19


			14


			12


			8


			15





			Unhealthy (Red) 


			0


			1


			0


			0


			1





			SOURCE:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2014.








5.4.3.3 Toxic Air Contaminants and Local Health Risks and Hazards


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 



Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment (HRA) is an analysis which estimates human health exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, provides quantitative estimates of health risks.
 



Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that people in residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.
 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.
 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.


San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from vehicles, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling was conducted using AERMOD
 to assess the emissions from the following primary sources: roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime sources, and Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases (TOG) were modeled on a 20 meter by 20 meter receptor grid covering the entire City. The results represent a comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout the City. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air pollution is available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation.
 


Model results identified areas in the City with poor air quality, termed "Air Pollutant Exposure Zones," based on the following health‐protective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for those San Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP Codes 94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130). In these areas, the standard for identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 9 µg/m3. Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at about 500 feet from a freeway.



The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.


Fine Particulate Matter


In April 2011, the USEPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, USEPA staff concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 



Excess Cancer Risk


The 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criterion discussed above is based on USEPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.
 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,
 the USEPA states that it “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling.



In addition to monitoring criteria pollutants, both the BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring networks in the SFBAAB. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been found in the highest concentrations in ambient air and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk. The nearest BAAQMD ambient TAC monitoring station to the project area is the station at 16th and Arkansas Streets in San Francisco. Table 5.4-4 shows ambient concentrations of carcinogenic TACs measured at the Arkansas Street station, approximately one half mile west of the project site. The estimated cancer risk from a lifetime exposure (70 years) to these substances is also reported in the table. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient concentrations of various TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC concentrations in San Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated average lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San Francisco station do not appear to be any greater than for the Bay Area as a region.



Table 5.4-4
2013 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic toxic air contaminants Measured at BAAQMD Monitoring Station, 
10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco



			Substance


			Concentration


			Cancer Risk per Milliona





			Gaseous TACs


			(ppb)


			





			Acetaldehyde


			0.56


			3





			Benzene


			0.20


			19





			1,3-Butadiene


			0.036


			13





			Carbon Tetrachloride


			0.085


			23





			Formaldehyde


			1.37


			10





			Perchloroethylene


			0.012


			0.5





			Methylene Chloride


			0.124


			0.4





			Chloroform


			0.023


			0.6





			Trichloroethylene


			0.01


			0.1





			Particulate TACs


			(ng/m3)


			





			Chromium (Hexavalent) 


			0.053


			8





			Total Risk for All TACs


			


			77.6








NOTES:




TACs = toxic air contaminants; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; ppb = part per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter.



a
Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.



SOURCE:
California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Toxics Summary-2013, available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/
sitesubstance.htmlAccesssed February 25, 2015.



Roadway-Related Pollutants



Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle tailpipe emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust through tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people living in proximity to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children. Air pollution monitoring conducted in conjunction with epidemiologic studies has confirmed that roadway-related health effects vary with modeled exposure to particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide. In traffic-related studies, the additional non‑cancer health risk attributable to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the roadway and was strongest within 300 feet.
 As a result, the CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted amendments to the Health Code (discussed below under “Regulatory Framework”), by adding Article 38 (amended in 2014) requiring urban infill sensitive use projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to address air pollution hazards through design and ventilation requirements. 



Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)



The CARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. The CARB estimated average Bay Area cancer risk from exposure to diesel particulate, based on a population-weighted average ambient diesel particulate concentration, is about 480 in one million, as of 2000, which is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant routinely measured in the region. The statewide risk from DPM as determined by the CARB declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in 1995; by 2000, CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 540 in one million.
,



In 2000, the CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from both new and existing diesel‐fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent CARB regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in 2007 would have the same particulate exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.
 The regulation is anticipated to result in an 80-percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 as compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Despite notable emission reductions, the CARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses. The CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations, including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks, and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, the CARB’s position is that infill development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.



Contaminated Soil



The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.1a through J.1k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The potential for exposure impacts from contaminated soil was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 120), which found that compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels. 


Naturally Occurring Asbestos



The potential for exposure impacts from naturally occurring asbestos was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 115), which found that this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in the Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM), including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and the measure could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.



5.4.3.4 Sensitive Receptors



Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Population subgroups sensitive to the health effects of air pollutants include: the elderly and the young; population subgroups with higher rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and populations with other environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings, schools, day care centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to ensure the health and well-being of their employees.



The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in San Francisco where building setbacks are limited and roadway volumes are higher than most other parts of the Bay Area. Vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust and through tire wear.


The closest (within 1,000 feet) sensitive receptors to the project site are inventoried in Table 5.4-5. As shown in Table 5.4-5, sensitive receptors include residential uses north and west of the project site (including UCSF Hearst Tower) and the new UCSF Hospital located to the southwest. The nearest day care facility is on the UCSF Mission Bay campus 1,300 feet to the west. Other residential uses to the south are over 1,000 feet away, south of Mariposa Street. None of the receptors in Table 5.4-5 are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, nor are there any sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site that are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 



Table 5.4-5
Sensitive Receptors in the Project site vicinity


			Receptor Type 


			Distance and Direction from the Project Site 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), Block 22 


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			300 feet southwest








SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015


5.4.3.5 Existing Stationary Sources of Air Pollution



The BAAQMD’s inventory of permitted stationary sources of emissions show eight permitted stationary emission facilities present within or near the 1,000-foot zone of influence of the project site. The sources at these permitted facilities are made up of boilers, stationary diesel engines for back-up power generators or fire water pump engines, which are for emergency use only, and one body shop. The UCSF Mission Bay Campus has the largest number of permitted sources (34) which, besides generators and boilers, also include an ethylene oxide sterilizer. Additionally UCSF has two exempt sources (fume hoods and a methane gas blower). 


5.4.3.6 Major Roadways Contributing to Air Pollution



Third, 16th Street and Mariposa Streets are arterial streets in the existing local roadway system within 1,000-feet of the project site that carry at least 10,000 vehicles in annual average daily traffic based on the City’s SF CHAMP roadway model.
 This traffic contributes to concentrations of PM2.5, DPM, and other air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles near the street level. Both Interstate 280 and the Caltrain rail line are located over 1,000 feet from the project site. Aside from the surrounding major roadways, no other areas of mobile-source activity or otherwise “non-permitted” sources (e.g., railyards, trucking distribution facilities, and high-volume fueling stations) are located within 1,000 feet of the project site.


5.1.4 Regulatory Framework



5.4.4.1 Federal Regulations



The 1970 Clean Air Act (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.



The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized above in Table 5.4-2. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 5.4-1).



There have been changes to the federal regulatory environment with respect to air quality since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8‑hour ozone standard.
 The USEPA lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.080 to 0.075 parts per million (ppm) effective May 27, 2008. In April 2012, the USEPA designated the Bay Area as a marginal nonattainment region for the 0.075 ppm ozone standard established in 2008 (USEPA, 2012b). The Bay Area Air Basin is in attainment for other criteria pollutants, with the exception of the 24-hour standards for PM10 and PM2.5, for which the Bay Area is designated as “Unclassified.” “Unclassified” is defined by the Clean Air Act as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant.



5.4.4.2 State Regulations



California Clean Air Act


While the federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards, individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological problems in California, there is considerable diversity between the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 5.4-2. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are often more stringent. Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the state has adopted an ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 and strengthened the ambient ozone standards.



In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated in Table 5.4-2, the Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “nonattainment” for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “attainment” for other pollutants.



Toxic Air Contaminants



In 2005, the CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential area for more than five consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than five minutes in any one hour. Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must not turn their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also, state law Senate Bill 352 (SB 352) was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Section 17213 of the Education Code; Section 21151.8 of the Public Resources Code).



The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program)



The Carl Moyer Program is a grant program that reduces air pollution from vehicles and equipment by providing funds to replace or retrofit older equipment or engines with cleaner-than-(U.S. EPA) required engines, equipment, and other sources of air pollution such as ground support equipment at airports. Money collected through the Carl Moyer Program complements California’s regulatory program by providing incentives to effect early or extra emission reductions, especially from emission sources in environmental justice communities and areas disproportionately impacted by air pollution. The Carl Moyer Program funds clean air projects involving a wide variety of vehicles and equipment, including:



· Repower: The replacement of an in-use engine with another, cleaner engine. 



· Retrofit: An emission control system employed exclusively with an in-use engine, vehicle or piece of equipment. 



· New purchases: Vehicles or equipment certified to optional, lower emission standards. 



· Fleet modernization or equipment replacement: The replacement of an older vehicle or piece of equipment that still has remaining useful life with a newer, cleaner vehicle or piece of equipment. The old vehicle/equipment is scrapped. Equipment may include on-road heavy-duty vehicle and off-road equipment replacement as well as emergency vehicles (Fire Apparatus) and lawn and garden equipment replacement. 



· Vehicle retirement (or car scrap): Paying owners of older, more polluting vehicles that still have remaining useful life to voluntarily retire those vehicles earlier than they would have otherwise 



The Carl Moyer program establishes a cost effectiveness standard that a proposed clean air project must meet in order to receive funding under the program. On March 27, 2015, the cost effectiveness limit was updated to $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM in resulting emissions reductions.
 The program has established guidelines and criteria for the funding of emissions reduction projects. The BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB.


5.4.4.3 Regional and Local Regulations and Plans



Bay Area Air Quality Management District



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the SFBAAB. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations also participate in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the region within federal and state air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the region and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. 



BAAQMD does not have authority to regulate emissions from motor vehicles. Specific rules and regulations adopted by the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various stationary sources, and identify specific pollution reduction measures that must be implemented in association with various activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, but also TAC emissions sources are subject to these rules and are regulated through the BAAQMD’s permitting process and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit review, the BAAQMD monitors the generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in developing its air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as part of the project would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and State ozone plans rely heavily upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.



Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million or a chronic or acute hazard index of 1.0. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. These permitting requirements would ensure that the health risks of the project on the environment would be less than significant. 



BAAQMD’s Strategic Incentives Division (SID) provides incentive funding for projects that improve air quality, reduce air quality health impacts and protect the climate. Funding is primarily focused on mobile source projects that reduce or eliminate pollution from cars, trucks, marine vessels, locomotives, agricultural equipment or construction equipment. Since 1992, the SID division has awarded over $400 million in grant funding for cost-effective emission reduction projects and the program oversees approximately 1,000 projects funded by state, federal and local monies every year.


One such program administered by the SID is its Vehicle Buy Back Program (VBB). The VBB Program is a voluntary program that takes older vehicles off the road. Under this program, BAAQMD pays $1,000 for an operating and registered 1994 and older vehicle. The vehicles are then scrapped by vehicle dismantlers contracted by BAAQMD. Each vehicle removed from Bay Area roads results in an estimated reduction of 75 pounds of air pollution annually. The VBB Program is funded through the Air District's Carl Moyer, Mobile Source Incentive Fund and Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) programs. Eligibility requirements for the Vehicle Buy Back Program include: 



· Vehicle must be 1994 model year or older;


· Vehicle must be currently registered as operable and must be drivable;


· Vehicle must have been registered in the Bay Area for the past 24 months; 



· Vehicles within 60 days of a required smog check must take and pass their smog check.


Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards



Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the most recent Bay Area ozone plan prepared in response to federal air quality planning requirements is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. The State ozone plan has been updated multiple times since certification of the FSEIR.



The 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan was adopted on September 15, 2010, by the BAAQMD, in cooperation with the Bay Area MTC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and ABAG. The primary objectives of the plan are to improve local and regional air quality, protect public health, and minimize climate change impacts. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates and replaces the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2010–2012 time frame. The control strategy includes stationary-source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile-source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 Clean Air Plan also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state one-hour ozone standard.



San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element



The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.
 The objectives specified by the City include the following:



Objective 1: Adhere to state and federal air quality standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the Transportation Element of the General Plan.


Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 5: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to emission reductions.



San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance



Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the City has adopted San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6, which collectively constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (adopted in July 2008). The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). For projects over one-half acre, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) prior to issuance of a building permit by the DBI.


Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and contractors responsible for construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of Public Health. 



Dust suppression activities may include watering of all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 



The project site is over 11 acres in size, and therefore the project sponsor would be required to prepare a Dust Control Plan.



San Francisco Health Code Provisions for Urban Infill Development (Article 38)



San Francisco adopted Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, with revisions taking effect in December 2014. The revised code requires that sensitive land use developments within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone incorporate Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 equivalent ventilation systems to remove particulates from outdoor air. This regulation also applies to conversion of uses to a sensitive use (e.g., residential, senior care-facilities, day care centers, etc.). Article 38 would not be applicable to the proposed project because it does not include any sensitive uses.



5.1.5 Impacts and Mitigation Measures



5.4.5.1 Significance Thresholds



For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to air quality if it were to:



· Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



· Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;



· Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);



· Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



· Result in a cumulative air quality impact in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity.



The complete list of CEQA significance criteria relevant to the air quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odors are not addressed in this SEIR. 



5.4.5.2 Approach to Analysis



Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment employs the emission factors, models and tools distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and USEPA. Additionally, the analysis includes methodologies identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).



Methodology for Analysis of Impacts



In general, the proposed project would result in two types of air quality impacts. First, the project would result in air pollution through construction activity. Second, the project would generate air pollutants during project operations, due to increased vehicle travel and new stationary sources (i.e., five new diesel emergency generators). This section describes the methodology used to evaluate project impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan, emissions of criteria pollutants, and local health risks and hazards.


Each of these types of direct impacts are in turn separated into impacts from criteria air pollutant emissions, which are generally regional in nature, and impacts associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and PM2.5, which is a localized health risk. The assessment of criteria air pollutant impacts addresses the second and third bulleted significance thresholds identified above. The assessment of localized health risk and exposure impacts addresses the fourth bulleted significance thresholds identified above. 



Air Quality Plan



The applicable air quality plan is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, which identifies measures to reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of air pollutants; safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest health risk, with an emphasis on protecting the communities most heavily affected by air pollution; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Consistency with the Clean Air Plan can be determined if the project supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan, includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan, and if the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, the first bulleted significance criterion identified above.



Criteria Air Pollutants



As described above under Regulatory Framework, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or State standards and is designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants, with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment for either the State or federal standards. 


By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non‐attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are considered to contribute to the existing, cumulative air quality conditions. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.



Table 5.4‐6 identifies criteria air pollutant significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.



Table 5.4-6
Criteria Air Pollutant Thresholds



			Pollutant


			Construction Thresholds Average Daily Emissions (pounds per day)


			Operational Thresholds





			


			


			Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)


			Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)





			ROG


			54


			54


			10





			NOx


			54


			54


			10





			PM10


			82 (exhaust)


			82


			15





			PM2.5


			54 (exhaust)


			54


			10





			Fugitive Dust


			Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management Practices


			Not applicable








SOURCE: BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. June 2011. Available at www.baaqmd.gov


The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation is based on the State and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).
 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that could result in increased health effects.



The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created under the federal Clean Air Act to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.



Although the regulations specified above apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects generate ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, energy use, architectural coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the identified thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects. Those projects that would result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions.



Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust
and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.
 The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.
 San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust. This analysis assumes that the project would implement the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which is the basis for determining the significance of air quality impacts due to fugitive dust emissions.



Other Criteria Pollutants


Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited). The transportation analysis indicates that the intersection in the project area with the greatest volumes would be Fifth and Harrison Streets with hourly volumes of 5,432 in year 2040 with the project and convention traffic, which is less than 24,000. Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from the project, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not required.



Local Health Risks and Hazards



In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit TACs. As part of this project, Ramboll Environ conducted a health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed project to provide quantitative estimates of health risks from exposures to TACs.



The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to substantially affect the extent and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
 at sensitive receptor locations. The health protective standards used for determining the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and evidence supporting these standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a Community Risk Reduction Plan.
 The project site is not within an identified health vulnerable zip code; therefore the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5 concentration above 0.3 μg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the BAAQMD considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks.
 For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. Since the project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, the above thresholds apply to the proposed project. 



Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts



As described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the following projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis in this SEIR: University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus; Eastern Neighborhoods Program; Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock); and Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development.


While air quality analyses (both criteria air pollutants and health risk) have been conducted in the completed CEQA documentation for UCSF LRDP and the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, these analyses have not yet been completed for the other two identified projects. However, cumulative air quality analysis may be addressed by assessing whether a project's contribution is cumulatively considerable.



The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is by its nature, a cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present and future projects in the vicinity also have or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions.
 As described above, the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s emissions are below the project‐level thresholds, the project would not be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. 


Similarly, the HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized, and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance.
 Thus cumulative impacts from the Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Thus, because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is also a cumulative health risk analysis.



5.4.5.3 Impact Evaluation



Construction


Impact AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


Construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. Construction phases would include demolition, excavation and site preparation, pile installation, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of drill rigs heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, cranes, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment. During the project’s approximately 26-month construction period, construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below. 



Fugitive Dust


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Despite the established federal standards for air pollutants and ongoing implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the CARB, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998–2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths. 



Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds particulate matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general as well as due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of dust. 



In response to these concerns, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008), with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and overall construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and onsite workers, to minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 



The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one-half acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 



To comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). Reclaimed water must be used for dust suppression watering, as required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Even if not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.


For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by DPH. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant improvement projects that are over one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site-specific Dust Control Plan requirement. 



The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 mph; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with these dust control requirements. 



Implementation of dust control measures in compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.



Criteria Air Pollutants


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. Criteria and ozone precursor pollutant (NOx, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from exhaust from construction equipment and truck and vehicle trips would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of these pollutants during project construction. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend the quantification of project-related criteria pollutant exhaust emissions from construction, separate from operational emissions, and comparison with significance thresholds. Daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with significance thresholds in Table 5.4-7. Total construction emissions were calculated using the latest emission factors available at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) publication (EMFAC 2011 and OFFROAD 2011 equivalent), and total emissions were divided by the number of construction days to derive average daily emissions for comparison against applicable significance thresholds. The construction significance thresholds for criteria pollutants are established in terms of average daily emissions, which is how emissions are reported in Table 5.4‑7.


Table 5.4-7
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			7.4


			51


			0.84


			0.77





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			59


			226


			8.0


			7.9





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


The emissions presented in Table 5.4-7 would be generated by many different construction sources including the following: off-road construction equipment such as excavators, loaders, backhoes, drill rigs, and cranes; and on- road trucks. As shown in the table, the predominant source of emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 would be off-road equipment, which would generate more than three times the emissions of on-road vehicles and trucks. 



Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. However, the estimated construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the applicable significance threshold, which would be a significant air quality impact. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) is identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with construction.



ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health concern of exposure to ground-level ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short-term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.
 



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG emissions (59 pounds per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012)
 and NOx emissions (226 pounds per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012). Although Table 5.4-1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‑3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would substantially reduce construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx. The measure would require use of off-road equipment to meet minimum emission standards, and construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx would be reduced commensurate with the degree of compliance achieved (i.e., Tier 4 or Tier 4 interim or Tier 2 with 40 percent NOx VDECS). Mitigated daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with emission significance thresholds in Table 5.4-8, assuming both the maximum level and the minimum level of compliance (Tier 4 and Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). As can be seen in Table 5.4-8, construction-related emissions would be reduced to the applicable threshold for ROG with both the maximum and minimum levels of compliance. However, while NOx emissions would be reduced by as much as 68 percent with fully compliant mitigation and 36 percent with minimally compliant mitigation, project emissions of NOx would still be significant (73 pounds per day) even with maximum compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. 


A mitigation measure was considered to reduce the contribution of on-road truck emissions by restricting contractors to utilizing haul trucks manufactured in year 2010 or later (year 2007 trucks would not result in decreased emissions over the existing truck fleet).  However, the feasibility of such a measure is substantially limited at present. Recent communications with contractors indicate that there is a limited supply of available trucks for off-hauling soil. 
Given the high excavation volumes and short construction phase of the proposed project, it is probable that not enough qualified trucks would be available to implement such a measure.  Consequently, emission offsets represent the only available additional mitigation option to address construction-related NOx emissions. 



Table 5.4-8
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment (minimum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			47


			144


			1.4


			1.4





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No





			With Tier 4 Off-road Equipment (maximum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			2.5


			22


			0.4


			0.4





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			49


			73


			1.2


			1.1





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015



Because construction-related emissions of NOx would remain significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emissions Offsets) is also identified to reduce the residual pollutant emissions (see Impact AQ-2). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (Emissions Offsets) would require the project sponsor to offset remaining emissions to below significance thresholds by funding the implementation of an offsite emissions reduction project in an amount sufficient to mitigate both residual construction pollutant emissions and operational pollutant emissions described below in Impact AQ-2. As specified in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, offsetting of construction emissions would follow completion of construction activities, and the mitigation offset fee would be determined by the amount of emissions to be calculated based on reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that are determined to be reasonably commercially available. The emissions offset fee is expressed in tons per year; therefore, under the minimum level of compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the remaining construction emissions offset required is 11.7 tons per year of ozone precursors and under the maximum level of compliance, the construction emissions offset required is reduced to 2.5 tons per year of ozone precursors. However, as described in Impact AQ-2 below, offset of operational emissions required would be 17.0 tons per year, which is greater than the amount estimated to be required for construction emissions offset.  Therefore, emissions reduction projects funded through Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds after implementation of the project-specific emission reductions required under Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1. However, upon completion of construction, if the calculated emissions based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 requires offsets are in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset fees in an amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year. Because implementation of the emissions reduction project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is not fully within the control of the project sponsor (see discussion of Impact AQ-2), the residual impact of construction emissions is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets).



Summary of Impact AQ-1, Construction Emissions



Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants. The project sponsor, through its contractors, would be required to implement dust control measures in compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that the construction-related impacts due to fugitive dust would be less than significant. 



Estimated emissions of criteria air pollutants indicate that average daily construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be below the applicable thresholds. Emissions of ROG and NOx, however, would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce ROG and NOx emissions but additional implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would be further required to reduce NOx emissions to below the applicable threshold. However, because implementation of emissions offsets is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the residual impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants during construction is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization 



A.
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.
All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:



a)
Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)
All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.



			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.








i.
For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.



ii.
The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.



2.
The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.



3.
The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 



4.
The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.
The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.
Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.




Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.



C.
Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 


Comparison of Impact AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related air quality impact as less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, dust control measures. Currently, however, Mitigation Measure F.2 of the Mission Bay FSEIR to control fugitive dust would effectively be implemented through compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which was adopted in 2008. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.2 is not applicable to the proposed project. 



Criteria air pollutants from construction were not calculated or used as an assessment tool in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as BAAQMD did not recommend quantification of criteria air pollutant emissions at that time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact that was not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors that would exceed significance thresholds. 


_________________________



Operational Impacts



Impact AQ-2: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


The proposed project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including the following: new vehicle trips; maintenance operation of standby diesel generators and boilers; and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Some of the motor vehicle trips that would be generated by Golden State Warriors basketball games at the proposed event center would be regional trips similar to those currently generated by basketball games occurring at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and as a result, the emissions associated with these regional trips would not represent new emissions to the air basin. While it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of non-Golden State Warriors events (i.e., concerts, family shows etc.) would be transferred to the proposed event center in San Francisco without replacement at Oracle Arena, this analysis assumes that the Oracle Arena maintains their current levels of non-Golden State Warriors events and therefore is based on a conservative (i.e., higher) estimate of net new vehicle trips to the air basin. 



Consequently for the purposes of this CEQA analysis, the project operational emissions do not consider regional VMT-related emissions from basketball game events due to relocation of all Golden State Warriors basketball games from Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center in San Francisco. Marketing analysis indicates that the average trip length (25 miles) is the same for either arena location. There would not be another NBA franchise in the Bay Area, so all of the professional basketball games occurring in the region would be played at the new event center. This assumption is consistent with that of the City of Oakland in its CEQA-related analyses.
 All other project operational vehicle trips associated with the proposed land uses are considered to be “new“vehicle trips for the purposes of this analysis. 


This scenario also assumes successful implementation of the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the proposed project, or implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard), if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan  is not implemented. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description and also in more detail in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the proposed project, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would provide additional service over existing conditions to accommodate peak evening events for basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. Under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. However, as also discussed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-18, if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not fully implemented in the future due to SFMTA fiscal constraints, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard) would require the project sponsor to implement additional transportation demand management  strategies as necessary to achieve a similar arrival auto mode share as with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, which is no more than 53 percent for weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees and 59 percent for weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees.



Criteria air pollutant emissions were calculated for all project operational emission sources, including mobile sources (vehicles), generators, natural gas boilers, and area sources. USEPA emission factors were used for generators and boilers. Vehicle trip emissions were calculated using EMFAC2011 emissions factors from the CARB
 (the latest emissions factors available at the time of the NOP publication), based on vehicle trip generation rates developed for this project (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). The proposed project would include a number of measures that would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions. For example, the project’s trip generation takes into account the project’s proximity to transit service. The project would also include: bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure; provision of bicycle parking; increased energy efficiency beyond Title 24; meeting Green Building Code standards; and installation of low-water use appliances and fixtures. Calculated air pollutant emissions for the proposed project have already incorporated emission reductions associated with these measures.



The results of the project operational criteria air pollutant emissions calculations are presented in Table 5.4-9. Details on calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ. Table 5.4-9 indicates that operational criteria air pollutant emissions of the proposed project would result in emission of criteria pollutants and precursors that would be at levels below the thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5. However, the estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the significance threshold, resulting in a significant air quality impact.


Table 5.4-9
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			42


			108


			77


			22





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			35


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			79


			124


			80


			25





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources 


			7.6


			20


			14


			4.0





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.06


			0.18


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			6.4


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			14


			23


			14.6


			4.5





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required


			4.4


			12.6


			0


			0








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015





The main health concern of exposure to ground‐level ozone, for which ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short‐term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG and NOx emissions (79 pounds of ROG per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012, and 124 pounds of NOx per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012).
 Although Table 5.4‐1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‐3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) are identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with project operations. In addition, implementation Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Implement Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips) would also reduce operational emissions.


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would reduce operational emissions of ROG and NOx primarily through reduction in mobile sources through implementation of additional transportation demand measures (TDM) beyond those already included as part of the proposed project. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, provides a detailed analysis regarding strategies to reduce transportation impacts, which form the basis for Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a. However, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the feasibility of the additional TDM measures listed in Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a  is currently unknown. Even though the California Air Pollution Control Officers Administration estimates that “commute trip reduction” strategies can result in a commuter trip reduction of 1.0 to 6.2 percent,
 the specific TDM strategies identified for this project address more than just commute trips, and it is unknown if a higher percentage reduction of overall vehicle trips is attainable. Notwithstanding these estimated reductions, it is assumed that specific quantitative reduction of vehicle trips associated with the additional TDM would be difficult to quantify and the success of any one measure variable; therefore, no emissions reduction are attributed to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a or Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1.



To address operational emission levels of ROG and NOx exceeding the SEIR’s significance thresholds, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, Emission Offsets, is identified to offset project operational emissions by funding the implementation of one or more emission reduction projects within the air basin. As discussed above under “Regulatory Setting,” the BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB, which establishes the cost-effectiveness criteria for funding emissions reduction projects at $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM emissions.
 The Carl Moyer guidelines can be used to evaluate other emissions reduction projects within the SFBAAB that are administered by the Strategic Incentive Division of BAAQMD. Based on the current Carl Moyer cost effectiveness criteria and a 5 percent administrative fee, payment of $321,646 to the Strategic Incentives Division of the BAAQMD to implement emission reduction projects within the SFBAAB would be sufficient to offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by operation of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds, based on 4.4 tons per year of ROG and 12.6 tons per year of NOx, as shown in Table 5.4-9, or a total of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors; as indicated in Impact AQ-1 above, estimated emissions offsets for construction emissions is less than 17.0 tons per year, so this payment would also mitigate for the project's construction emissions.




Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee to the BAAQMD to fund emissions reduction projects that would reduce emissions of ozone precursors to below the applicable thresholds. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b also assumes that the BAAQMD would report to the lead agency the final emissions reductions funded by the mitigation fee and that the BAAQMD would refund the project sponsor for any unspent mitigation fees upon meeting the required emissions reductions indicated in Table 5.4-9 above.



The project sponsor has agreed to fund Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b as part of its overall commitment to implement all mitigation measures identified in this SEIR. However, because implementation of an emissions offset project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants associated with project operations is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets). 


Summary of Impact AQ-2, Operational Emissions



Operation of the proposed project would include a variety of sources that would contribute to long term emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5). These sources would include new vehicle trips, maintenance and operation of standby diesel generators, boilers, and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Calculations of average daily and maximum annual emissions indicate that under the proposed project without mitigation, levels of ROG and NOx would exceed significance thresholds; this would be a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1, operational emissions of ROG and NOx would still be significant due to the as yet unknown feasibility of the mitigation strategies. Consequently, emission offsets, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, represent the only available mitigation option to address operations-related emissions. However, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation because implementation of an emissions offset project is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, beyond the control of the project sponsor. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions 



The project sponsor shall implement the following measures as feasible:


· Provision of outlets for electrically powered landscape equipment


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-11)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets


Upon completion of construction, and prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall pay a mitigation offset fee to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) Strategic Incentives Division in an amount not to exceed $321,646 to fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors. Documentation of payment shall be provided to OCII or its designated representative.


The project sponsor shall calculate the amount of emissions offset  required from construction based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that were determined to be commercially available. If the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors requires offsets in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year.


Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment and commitment by the BAAQMD to: (1) implement an emissions reduction project(s) within one year of receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emission reduction objectives specified above; and (2) provide documentation to OCII or its designated representative and to the project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of ROG and NOx reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction project(s), the project sponsor shall be entitled to a refund in that amount from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements.





Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, in this SEIR for further discussion)


Of these Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure E.46 has already been implemented and Mitigation Measure E.48 applies only to UCSF. Consequently, only the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47, E.49, and E.50 would apply to the proposed project.


Mitigation Measure E.47: Prepare a Transportation System Management Plan (generally applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.49: Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good-faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours. Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Comparison of Impact AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the operational air quality impact with respect to criteria air pollutants as significant and unavoidable due to NOx emissions in excess of 16 times greater than the 1998 threshold, ROG emissions in excess of 10 times the 1998 threshold and PM10 emissions in excess of 24 times the 1998 threshold. Thus, the impact conclusion for the proposed project is essentially the same as that in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Mission Bay plan area for ROG and NOx, though unlike the conclusions of the FSEIR, the proposed project's operational emissions would not exceed the PM10 threshold. Therefore, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified. As described above, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (which is the same as Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Measures E.46 through E.50), would still apply to the proposed project.


_________________________



Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation



Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. As described above in Section 5.4.2.3, this assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on significance thresholds for PM2.5 and excess cancer risk, or areas within the City that warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit TACs or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. The project site is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Under existing conditions, sensitive land uses exist in the project vicinity, as indicated in Table 5.4-5; in addition, there is the potential that planned future development in the project vicinity could include sensitive uses, such as the planned Uber/ARE development at Blocks 26-27, north of the project site (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description of planned and proposed project in the vicinity). Thus, because construction and operation of the proposed project would result in emissions of TACs and PM2.5, this analysis evaluates the potential to expose sensitive receptors in the project vicinity to substantial air pollutant concentrations.


Construction TAC Emissions


Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions in California, although since 2007, the CARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.
 Newer and more refined emission inventories have lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.
 For example, CARB’s revised estimates of particulate matter (PM) emissions (of which DPM is a major component) for the SFBAAB for the year 2010 have decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates.
 Approximately half of the reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.
 



Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in from 1996 to 2000, and Tier 4 interim and final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.
 Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to NOx and PM emissions.



Furthermore, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:



“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005). In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”



Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to overestimate assessments of long-term health risks. However, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted for the proposed project’s 26-month construction period. The primary construction TAC emissions of concern, DPM and PM2.5, would be emitted by diesel-powered construction equipment and truck trips hauling excavated materials. Equipment used would include cranes, excavators, loaders and backhoes. The project-specific HRA was based on the use of these and other high-powered non-standardized diesel equipment, as provided by the project sponsor.


Operational TAC Emissions


The sources of TAC emissions that would occur during the operational phase of the project include emissions from mobile sources (passenger vehicles and delivery vehicles) and five stationary sources (diesel generators). Mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles, which are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health and environmental effects. Examples of mobile source air toxics include benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, polycyclic organic matter (POM), naphthalene, and diesel particulate matter.



Under the project, the five proposed diesel back-up generators would all be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1. Diesel generators, if larger than 50 horsepower, must obtain a permit from the BAAQMD and comply with the Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. As a practical matter, the BAAQMD will not issue a permit for a new generator that results in an operational cancer risk greater than 10 in one million. 



Health Risk Assessment



A heath risk assessment was conducted to asses both increased cancer risk and localized PM2.5 concentrations from both construction and operational sources. Localized PM2.5 concentrations are assessed based on annual average concentrations, and hence, separate evaluations are performed for construction and operations. Conversely, cancer risk is assessed based on the probability of contracting cancer over a person’s lifetime, evaluated as 70 years. Therefore the probability of an increased cancer risk is determined by evaluating a sensitive receptor’s exposure to both construction and operational emissions. Both the PM2.5 and cancer risk assessments account for background (existing) concentrations and risk levels. The cumulative (project plus background) PM2.5 and cancer risk results are compared to significance thresholds of 10 µg/m3 and 100 per one million, respectively.



Sources considered in the HRA include un-mitigated and mitigated emissions from construction equipment and trucks, operational traffic generated by the full build out of the proposed development, and maintenance operations of the proposed diesel generators. Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from the proposed project, near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from project construction emission sources was conducted using the USEPA’s American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD), version 14134,
 as recommended by the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Air dispersion modeling applications used meteorological data from the Mission Bay meteorological site operated by the BAAQMD to provide the most representative data set for this analysis. 



The ambient concentrations obtained through dispersion modeling were subsequently used in the risk assessment to quantify cancer health risk impacts and to evaluate PM2.5 impacts. Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters, which are discussed below.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from operational sources, a screening level assessment was conducted. Emissions from the proposed emergency generators were assumed to comply with BAAQMD permitting requirements. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million. As a worst case analysis, it was conservatively assumed the two generators each associated with the retail and office buildings, respectively, could potentially be permitted by a separate entity than the permit held by the arena operator and that therefore three separate permits could be required, each allowing an increased cancer risk of up to 10 in one million. Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that increased cancer risk associated with the five proposed generators could be up to 30 in one million and no refined health risk modeling was conducted for the emergency generators.


Meteorological Data. Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For the HRA, meteorological data collected and processed by BAAQMD
 at the Mission Bay station were used.
 The Mission Bay station is less than 1 mile west of the project site. 


Source Configurations – Construction. Emitting activities were modeled between 7 a.m. and 1 a.m., seven days a week to reflect the duration of construction activities. 


Source Configurations – Operation. Emissions from project-generated traffic were modeled 24 hours a day, with an hour-of-day temporal profile reflecting the fluctuation of traffic volume in San Francisco County, extracted from EMFAC 2011. Actual emission factors were generated by EMFAC2011 for the project-generated traffic increment.


Source Parameters – Construction. At any given time there would be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. Each construction phase was modeled as a series of adjacent area sources, the dimensions of which varied depending on the sources considered. Off-site vehicles (trucks and worker trips going to and from construction zones) were included in the area sources. 



Source Parameters – Operation. The proposed project would include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. According to the BAAQMD,
 non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that can be excluded from the CEQA process. The project would also include five stationary emergency diesel engines which would require stationary source permits. These generators would require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have up to three different owners, resulting in three separate permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a total potential risk of 30 in one million associated with project generators.



PM2.5 impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate maximum impacts. Using the concentration estimates from SCREEN3, a human health risk analysis was conducted at distances from the project site representing the residential and hospital receptors.



More specific details on the health risk and PM2.5 calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ.


Exposure to PM2.5


Table 5.4-10 shows the results of the risk assessment for exposure to PM2.5 during construction at the maximally impacted receptor. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone standard for PM2.5 is an annual average standard, and because construction and operational activities would not overlap, only the construction PM2.5 concentrations are added to the background PM2.5 concentrations to determine whether construction of the project would result in the project vicinity meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria. As shown in Table 5.4-10, cumulative PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 significance threshold. Thus, localized PM2.5 impacts from construction activities at sensitive receptor locations would be less than significant.


Table 5.4-10
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors


			Source


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			8.8 / 8.5


			8.9 / 8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Project, Unmitigated)a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:



a
The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Following completion of construction activities, the proposed project’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are quantified in Table 5.4-10. As shown in this table, maximum cumulative (background plus project) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3 for the proposed project. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed 10 µg/m3. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and construction and operational PM2.5 emissions would be less than significant. 


Cancer Risk 



The results of the risk assessment are presented in Table 5.4-11 below for both the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios, the latter of which assumes the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 engines with NOx VDECS) with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above under Impact AQ-1. Table 5.4-11 shows that under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated project conditions, a significant impact. The proposed project’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million, and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 37 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. 



Table 5.4-11
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors


			Source


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower 
Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117 / 72


			66 / 64


			109 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes / No


			No / No


			Yes / No





			NOTES:



a
The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-3, Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants



Both construction and operation of the proposed project would generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants, including DPM. The project-specific HRA conducted indicated that without mitigation, the project—including both construction and operational impacts added to the existing background levels— would exceed significance thresholds for increased cancer risk for off-site receptors; concentrations of PM2.5 emissions would not exceed significance thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above for Impact AQ-1, impacts related to increased cancer risk would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation. 



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Comparison of Impact AQ-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR qualitatively assessed operational health risk impacts and identified this impact as potentially significant. The FSEIR identified four mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures F.3, F.4, F.5, and F.6) to reduce impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants, but in the absence of specific development proposals at that time, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Only one of the four FSEIR mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3 requires the applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources. As a permit will be required for the five proposed backup diesel generators, the applicant would be required to comply with FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.4 requires establishing a meteorological station in Mission Bay; this measure has already been implemented and information from this meteorological station was used in to conduct the HRA prepared for this SEIR. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.5 requires reducing exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene and other toxic contaminants. Dry cleaning operations primarily emit evaporative emissions of perchloroethylene. However, BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 16 required that all co-residential (sharing a wall, floor, ceiling or is in the same building as a residential unit) dry cleaners cease use of perchloroethylene on July 1, 2010. Additionally, all other dry cleaners must phase out use of perchloroethylene by January 1, 2023. Therefore, due to current regulations, dry cleaning facilities are not anticipated to result in substantial, long term health risks to sensitive populations in San Francisco, and this measure is no longer applicable. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.6 requires the creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources; this measure does not apply to the proposed project because although only TAC sources (diesel generators) would be located in the garage, the nearest child care facility (UCSF Child Care Center) is located over 1,300 feet to the west and the nearest school (Daniel Webster Elementary) is located over 2,000 feet to the southwest of the proposed project. Additionally a potential San Francisco Unified School District school site is located at Block 14, approximately 1,500 feet west of the project site.  BAAQMD generally recognizes a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from standard TAC sources as sufficient to avoid health impacts relative to CEQA. At this time, there is a planned development at Blocks 26/27, directly north of Blocks 29-32 (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description) which could include sensitive receptors such as a day care facility. Since this facility could be located within 1,000 feet of the project during a portion of the construction period (8 months) and during operations, the potential impacts are analyzed in Impact C-AQ-2, below.


Therefore, because the project's impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.



_________________________



Consistency with Clean Air Plan



Impact AQ-4: The proposed project could conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The most recently adopted air quality plan in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2010). The 2010 CAP is a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the State one-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable, and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The control strategy includes stationary source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the State one-hour ozone standard.


BAAQMD guidance states that lead agencies should consider three questions in assessing consistency with the 2010 CAP: (1) Would the project support the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan? (2) Does the project include applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan? and (3) Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan? 



Support the Primary Goals of the CAP. The first of these questions is whether a project would support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP, which include:



· Attainment of air quality standards;



· Reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area; and



· Reducing greenhouse gases and protecting the climate.



With respect attainment of air quality standards, several mitigation measures are identified to reduce criteria air pollutants from both construction and operations. These include Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization, which would reduce construction-related ozone precursor NOx emissions by 62 percent. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to decrease vehicle trips) would promote additional transportation demand strategies beyond those included in the proposed project, while Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would offset both construction-related and operational ROG and NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, as addressed in Impact AQ-3, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce increased cancer risks from construction such that these risks would be below significance thresholds, thereby reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area. 



The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs is discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As stated in that discussion, the proposed project would be substantially compliant with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and thus would not result in any significant impacts associated with an increase in GHGs or conflict with measures adopted for the purpose of reducing such emissions. 



The other two questions to be considered are:



· Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality plan?



· Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any air quality plan control measures?



Applicable Control Measures from the CAP. To meet the primary goals, the Clean Air Plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary‐ and area‐source measures, mobile‐source measures, transportation control measures, land‐use measures, and energy and climate measures. The Clean Air Plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into communities where goods and services are located nearby and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the Clean Air Plan includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the SFBAAB.


The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and climate control measures. 



The compact urban development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options would ensure that event center attendees and employees could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 13,691 net new daily vehicle trips (weekday with concert event) during the operational phase would result in an increase in air pollutant emissions. 


Transportation control measures that are identified in the Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code,
 for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.



Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would incorporate a TDM program. Compliance with these requirements would ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan and supports the Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M‑AQ-2a, Reduce Operational Emissions, and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would promote additional strategies to reduce vehicle trips beyond those incorporated in the project, further supporting the Clean Air Plan's goals.


The proposed project includes sustainability measures that would serve to implement control measures of the 2010 CAP, including the land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures of the 2010 CAP. The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards. This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 


Disruption or Hindrance of CAP Control Measures. Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive parking beyond City parking requirements. The proposed project would maintain the existing character of the project site, which is a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain — on the east side of the roadway — a two-way cycletrack (bike path). Thus, the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan.



Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions), and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-4



The project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP, assuming implementation of mitigation measures, which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds in addition to project-specific measures to reduce pollutant emissions. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures as well as the transportation demand management measures incorporated in the proposed project. The proposed project would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emissions Offsets (see Impact AQ-2, above)



FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)



Comparison of Impact AQ-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified Clean Air Plan consistency as a significant and unavoidable impact. This conclusion was based on: (1) the increase in population (819,500) would exceed that assumed in the Clean Air Plan at the time (795,800 in 2015); and (2) the increase in VMT was greater than the increase in population. No mitigation measures were identified with respect to this impact but presumably these would be the same as the operational air pollutant measures.



Based on the updated approach to analysis for the proposed project, the impact conclusion for the proposed project would have a less severe impact than what was identified in the FSEIR (i.e., less than significant with mitigation), and the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified.



_________________________



Cumulative Impacts



Impact C-AQ-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.
 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-2b, the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions (Impacts AQ‐1 and AQ-2) could be mitigated to below the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b represents the lead agency's efforts to use offsets as air quality mitigation, and although offsets would be implemented through a known verifiable program well established by the BAAQMD, implementation of the mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project sponsor. Thus, the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and therefore, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures identified for Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and the cumulative impact is also considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 






Summary of Impact C-AQ-1



The analysis of construction-related and operational criteria pollutant impacts (Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2, respectively) assess whether the proposed project would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and localized air quality impacts. The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets (see Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2)


FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)





Comparison of Impact C-AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative criteria air pollutant emissions were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the significant and unavoidable finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________



Impact C-AQ-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, the project site is not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Impact AQ-3 addresses health risk exposures from TACs resulting from both construction and operation of the proposed project and adds them to the cumulative existing contributions of risks from TACs and PM2.5 concentrations. The analysis then compares these cumulative totals to thresholds developed for the purposes of a cumulative impacts analysis. The HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. 


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative localized air pollutant exposure impacts encompasses potential new sensitive land uses or emissions sources that could be developed within approximately 1,000 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 1,000 feet, CARB has found that ground-level TAC emissions to return to background levels.
 This is because the contribution of project emissions would be greatly dispersed through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. 


Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, which in particular would include implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects. The UCSF LRDP EIR proposes new housing at Block 15 which is over 1,000 feet from the project site and would have impacts substantially less than those identified in Impact AQ-3 for both the UCSF Hospital Receptors and UCSF Hearst Tower receptor, both of which were identified as less than significant with mitigation.  


Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 mixed use developments would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance. Thus, cumulative impacts from the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 developments would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. 








The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Although primarily designated as office use this development and any development in Mission Bay could include child care facilities and therefore have the potential to represent a future sensitive receptor. Occupancy of this cumulative, offsite project would likely not occur until 2017 at which time the construction of the proposed project would be in its third and final year. Consequently, sensitive receptors at this site would be exposed to  at most eight months of construction emissions, resulting in an excess cancer risk of about 12 in one million assuming minimum compliance with mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Adding this exposure to existing levels modeled by the City and the project contributions from generators and vehicles results in a cumulative exposure of 70 in a million, which would be below the cumulative threshold of 100 in one million. In addition the Uber/ARE project would be subject to Mitigation Measure F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources from the 1998 FSEIR. Consequently, TAC exposure to receptors potentially proposed by future cumulative projects would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


 Comparison of Impact C-AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative impacts regarding TACs were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the less than significant with mitigation finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


�	In 2006, USEPA updated its air toxics rule for dry cleaners that requires operators to control percloroethylene (perc) emissions at individual dry cleaners. The rule includes a phase-out of perc use at dry cleaners located in residential buildings by December 21, 2022, along with requirements that already have reduced perc emissions at other dry cleaners.
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�	California Air Resources, Board, “Recent Research Findings: Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air Pollution,” November 2007. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E
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�	SFDPH, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 



�	California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998.



�	AERMOD is the USEPA’s preferred/recommended steady state air dispersion plume model. For more information on AERMOD and to download the AERMOD Implementation Guide see www.epa.gov/ttn/�scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod (accessed May 20, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning Department, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, December 2012. Available online at ftp.baaqmd.gov/pub/CARE/SFCRRP/ SF_CRRP_Methods_and_Findings _v9.pdf Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. Accessed January 29, 2015. 



�	BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67.



�	54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989.



�	BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	CARB, California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2009 Edition, Table 5-44 and Figure 5-12, http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/chap509.htm, accessed May 16, 2011. 



�	This calculated cancer risk value from ambient air exposure in the Bay Area can be compared against the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with cancer in the United States, from all causes, which for men is more than 40 percent (based on a sampling of 17 regions nationwide), or greater than 400,000 in one million, according to the American Cancer Society. (American Cancer Society, “ last revised OctoberSept. 51, 20134, available online at http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancerbasics/lifetime-probability-of-developing-or-dying-from-cancer.)



�	Pollution Engineering, New Clean Diesel Fuel Rules Start. July, 2006 Available online at http://www.pollutionengineering.com/articles/85480-new-clean-diesel-fuel-rules-start. Accessed April 15, 2013.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.



�	BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12.



�	San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Agency, Chained Activity Modeling Process version 4.3.0, Average Daily Traffic Volumes, provided to ESA August 2, 2012.



�	“Marginal nonattainment area” means an area that has a design value of 0.076 up to but not including 0.086 ppm. A design value is the mathematically determined pollutant concentration at a particular site that must be reduced to, or maintained at or below the National Ambient Air Quality Standard to assume attainment.



�	California Air Resources Board. Memorandum Re: Carl Moyer Program: Review and Update of the Cost-Effectiveness Limit and Capital Recovery Factors for 2015. March 27, 2015. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/mailouts/msc1509/msc1509.pdf. Accessed April 24, 2015. 



�	BAAQMD, 2010 Clean Air Plan. Available online at http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans/Clean-Air-Plans.aspx Accessed on April 15, 2013.



�	San Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality Element of the San Francisco General Plan, July 1997, updated in 2000.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, page 17, October 2009.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, page 16, October 2009.



�	Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006. Available online at wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf (accessed February 16, 2012).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 27.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.



�	San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. This assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on health protective criteria PM2.5 and excess cancer risk. These areas warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit toxic air contaminants (TACs) or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. 



� 	San Francisco is currently in the process of preparing a Community Risk Reduction Plan. Extensive modeling has been conducted and is documented in The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation. This modeling provides the technical basis for development of the Community Risk Reduction Plan. 



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance, May 3, 2010. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/�Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed_Thresholds_Report_%20May_3_2010_Final.ashx?la=en (accessed November 20, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp. 227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/HandbookGroundLevelOzone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=pubs.aqiguideozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx (accessed April, 23, 2015).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014).



�	Construction emissions would not overlap with operational emissions. Therefore, funding the implementation of an emissions reduction project prior to the commencement of construction activities would sufficiently offset both the construction and operational emissions from the project. 



�	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm 



�	City of Oakland, Draft Environmental Impact Report for Coliseum Area Specific Plan August 22, 2014.



� Although an updated versions of EMFAC (EMFAC2014) has been released by CARB, EMFAC2011 is still the currently USEPA approved version of EMFAC. (e-mail from CARB Mobile Source emissions inventory list serve, May 15,2015). 



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp.227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/Handbook GroundLevel Ozone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014)



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm? action= pubs.aqiguid eozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/ Communications ‐and ‐Outreach/ Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed April 23, 2015).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications‐and‐Outreach/Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Quality‐Summaries.aspx (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014.



�	CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010. p.218



�	The following equation is used to calculated the Weighted Emissions Reductions: Weighted Emissions Reductions= NOx reductions (tons/year)+ROG Reductions (tons/year) +(20 x (PM Reductions (tons/year))).



�	CITE MITIGATION AGREEMENT



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, � HYPERLINK "http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm" \l "inuse_or_category" �http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category�.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 



�	California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6. 



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, User's Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Emissions Monitoring and Analysis Division, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-454/B-03-001, September 2004.



�	BAAQMD processed the data using AERMET 12345.



�	The ESA Air Quality Technical Report Scope of Work approved by the San Francisco EP suggested using this meteorological station. 



�	BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at : http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Risk%20Modeling%20�Approach%20May%202012.ashx?la=en



� Although the Planning Code is not applicable within the Mission Bay Area, similar requirements are implemented pursuant to the Mission Bay South Design for Development.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.







�This text may remain due to CM-based funding calculation pending BAAQMD response.







If it remains, need to consider text changes and concerns of KA



�If possible, can we get a citation for this. 



�This is the revised measure, as provided by Chris Stile 5/22/15 and approved by EP on 5/26/15.



�Revise text? Per JR comment pending BAAQMD response







From BAAQMD: The offset figure provided here does not include the “capital recovery factor” at 0.347.  



Also BAAQMD revisions/comments to mitigation measure suggest that they believe construction offsets would be “in addition” to these operational offsets and their revisions reflect this. I have added text in Impact AQ-1 to clarify that construction offsets would not be in addition to the operational offsets because they would be lower and the offset fee paid prior to construction. 











�I believe all comments can be deleted now. 



�MMA?



�This addresses health risk.  I’ve combined with Impact C-AQ-2 and revised as appropriate. 
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: Warriors Hydro Edits
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:06:55 AM


Hi Chris,
 
In the Warriors hydro section you wanted me to add the dates related to two  City sea level rise
initiatives. I have searched the web and cannot find the dates. If this is critical information, could
you please provide the dates? If not,  I can revise the text to exclude the dates. Here are the places
where I need input:
 
On p. 5.9-19 (not sure of the original page number, but the heading I’m including helps find the
text), you wanted me to add the date that the City convened their Climate Adaptation Working
Group.
 


Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco
In YEAR, the City  convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways
to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise.
 
On the same page, your also added text about two additional committees formed by the Mayor and
asked us to include the month that the committees were formed, but I can’t even find these
discussed on the web so I can’t add that info.
 
In MONTH, 2015, Mayor Edwin M. Lee established two interdepartmental committees to manage
the City’s efforts on addressing sea level rise: the Sea Level Rise (SLR) Coordinating and SLR
Technical Committees.
 
 
Thanks,
 
Mary
 
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com
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From: José I. Farrán
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Joyce Hsiao"; "Paul Mitchell"; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; "Eric Womeldorff"
Subject: RE: Task Status Report: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2015 3:16:59 PM
Attachments: Analysis of off-site parking lots for Event Center EIR v2 - 2015 06 04.docx


Chris/Adam,
 
Attached is a combination request for project information/technical approach for the analysis of the two
off-site parking facilities we have discussed as part of the Event Center at MB EIR.  Please fill in the
blanks in the document, add any additional information you think might be useful, and let us know if the
proposed approach looks reasonable.  Once we have this information we will prepare a formal scope,
budget and schedule.
 
Do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
AdavantConsulting.com
 
 
From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 9:06 AM
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC)
Subject: Task Status Report: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
 
Hi Luba and Jose,
Just checking in on the status of this request.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
 
-----Original Task-----
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Priority: Normal


Status: Not Started
% Complete: 0%
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Transportation Analysis of southern parking lots for Event Center EIR


The following is a summary of Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting understanding of the proposed evaluation of two future parking lots as part of the Event Center EIR.  Please confirm project description and scenarios, and provide additional information where requested.


Parking Lot Description


Please confirm how proposed parking facilities are to be referred in the documentation.


Parking Lot #1 – Glen Cove Park 


· Location: XXX


· Estimated to be in service by XXX


· Vehicle driveway access from XXX street(s)


· Capacity = XXX spaces


· Hours of operation: 24 hours, Monday through Sunday. Available for all events at the event center. How would the spaces be made available for the event center if this facility is a public parking facility – it could quickly be filled up by UCSF or other MB employees.


· Assume event attendees would walk between parking lot #1 and the event center


Parking Lot #2 – Pier 80


· Location: XXX


· Estimated to be in service by XXX


· Vehicle driveway access from XXX street(s)


· Capacity = XXX spaces


· Hours of operation: only during overlapping event days (AT&T Park and project site); would open XX hours before the start of the event at the project site and close XX hours after the end of the event at the project site. For what minimum size of an event at the event center would this facility be available?


· Would the parking be provided only for overlapping evening events, or also during overlapping daytime events (i.e., conventions). Please describe for what purposes and how this facility would be used.


· Assume event attendees would take free shuttle buses between parking lot #2 and the event center


· Estimated number of shuttle buses per hour prior to event and after an event; approximate bus capacity (seated, plus standees if allowed)


· Shuttle bus drop off/pick up location at project site. Would multiple shuttle buses stage adjacent to the project site for immediate loading, or would there only be one shuttle bus that would make the trip between the event center and Parking Lot #2. Would the location of any of the Muni Special Event Shuttles change?  






Construction Information


· What work needs to be done to prepare each site for use as a parking lot?


· How long would construction activities occur at each site?


· Any other details that could be provided – number of trucks to dispose of excavated materials or bringing in new materials, number of construction workers.


Analysis Scenarios and Assumptions


· Basketball game, single event – only parking lot #1 available


· Weekday PM


· Weekday Evening


· Weekday Late Evening


· Saturday Evening





· Basketball game with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park – parking lots #1 and #2 both available


· Weekday PM


· Weekday Evening


· Weekday Late Evening


· Saturday Evening





· Assumptions:


· Parking lot #1 would be assumed to generally accommodate vehicles assumed to park at UCSF facilities in the current analysis.


· Parking lot #2 would generally accommodate parking overflow during overlapping evening events. That is, we would still assume that some project-generated vehicles would still park at the UCSF facilities. Please confirm.


· Additional study intersections (pending definition of access points to parking lots; we will need to collect new counts for all study periods for conditions without and with an evening game at AT&T Park)


· Pennsylvania/I-280 SB Off-Ramp


· Indiana St/I-280 NB On-Ramp/ Indiana/25th


· I-280 NB Off-Ramp/Pennsylvania/Cesar Chavez


· Third St./25th


· Third St./20th


· 18th St/280 NB On-Ramp ?


· 18th St/280 SB Off-Ramp ?


· Other intersections on Illinois St ?





· Qualitative assessment of transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking and construction topics.









Actual work: 0 hours


Requested by: Kern, Chris (CPC)
 
 
 
------------


      dam (ECN)
     2015 10:49 AM


ng.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
      ollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net


    ransportation Analysis Schedule


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking
lots after publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location,
hours of operation, capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose,
before you leave for a well-deserved vacation, can you put together a list of data
needs and associated timelines to keep us on schedule?
 


Thanks,
 
 
 
Adam Van de Water
 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
 
City Hall Room 448
 
San Francisco, CA 94102
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East  Bay Express


From: Google Alerts
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Google Alert - warriors arena san francisco
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 9:01:06 AM


warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  June 3, 2015


NEWS


Opposition to Warriors' San Francisco arena builds
Golden State of Mind
Any giant project is sure to be a divisive issue, especially if accomplished in a
major city. This no doubt holds true for the proposed Warriors arena to ...


Tuesday Must Reads: State Senate Approves $11 Minimum Wage;
Opponents of SF Warriors ... - East Bay Express
Full  Coverage


Flag as irrelevant


You have received this email because you have subscribed to Google Alerts.
Unsubscribe


 Receive this alert as RSS feed


Send Feedback
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From: Eickman, Kent
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary


Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herbert (CWP)
Cc: Whitt, Robert (CWP); Freeman, Craig (PUC)
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:38:59 AM


Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS work be done this
summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas
McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: José I. Farrán
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Cc: "Joyce Hsiao"; "Paul Mitchell"; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Task Status Report: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 9:35:54 AM


Luba and I are working on it and will send a request/approach by tomorrow at the latest.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
AdavantConsulting.com
 
 
From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 9:06 AM
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC)
Subject: Task Status Report: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
 
Hi Luba and Jose,
Just checking in on the status of this request.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
 
-----Original Task-----
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Priority: Normal


Status: Not Started
% Complete: 0%
Actual work: 0 hours


Requested by: Kern, Chris (CPC)
 
 
 
------------


      dam (ECN)
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     2015 10:49 AM
ng.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)


      ollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
    ransportation Analysis Schedule


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking
lots after publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location,
hours of operation, capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose,
before you leave for a well-deserved vacation, can you put together a list of data
needs and associated timelines to keep us on schedule?
 


Thanks,
 
 
 
Adam Van de Water
 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
 
City Hall Room 448
 
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:51:13 PM
Attachments: image002.png


I don’t assume this would be uncontrolled.  The idea is to strengthen it visually to create a stronger
connection between the park and arena.  Could we consider something like this with the arena project?
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:27 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Winslow, David; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
 
I don't think it's a good idea to be adding uncontrolled ped crossings of multiple lane streets. Raised
crosswalks are more typical for lower volume, narrower crossings, not manor streets. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 11:00 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Ricardo,
 


This is the southeast corner of the proposed arena at TFB and 16th Street.  The sponsor is
proposing a tabled pedestrian crossing somewhere in the area of the highlighted box
below.  Are we ok with tabled crosswalks?  How deep could it be given the configuration of
the intersection.  Any guidance on how best to approach this, or should we just let it go?
 
emb
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Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
To: "glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com"
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25:27 AM
Attachments: AB 900 06_03_2015.docx


DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06_03_2015.doc
DSEIR Ad Friday 06_05_2015.doc


Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400






EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair Miguel Bustos Marily Mondejar Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director














PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)


Date:	June 2, 2015





Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department: 2014.1441E Certification:	Governor – April 30, 2015


Joint Legislative Budget Committee – June 1, 2015


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay


Blocks 29-32





Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s


Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres





Project Sponsor  GSW Arena LLC David Kelly


(510) 986-2200


dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII





Staff Contact:	Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 sally.oerth@sfgov.org








THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.





PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC


Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3]


(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.)





Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of


2011





§21178.


The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:


(a)   The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state


that rate exceeds 13 percent.


(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of


the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.


(c)   The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts.


(d)  There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace


old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions.


(e)   These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer financing.


(f)	These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating.


(g)  These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project.


(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects in the United States.


(i)	The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the


California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above


for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.





§21180.


For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:


(a)   "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.


(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following:


(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use


project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity,


and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion.


(3)  A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean alternative fuel vehicles.


(c)   "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or


customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.





§21181.


This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an


environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this


chapter prior to January 1, 2016.





§21182.


A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification


that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall


supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the


application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter.





§21183.


The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the


following conditions are met:


(a)   The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars


($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.


(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages


and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce


unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that


all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the


general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.


(c)   The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air


Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.


(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental


mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.


(e)   The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of


Section 21185.


(f)	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the


project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a


form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project.





§21184.


(a)   The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies


with the conditions specified in Section 21183.


(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the


conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to


judicial review.


(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence.


(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget


Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination.


(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified.


(c)   The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing


with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code).





§21185.


On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures


applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the


certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development


project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.





§21186.


Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a


leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner:


(a)   The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this


division concurrently with the administrative process.


(b)  All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and


be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with


the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report.


(c)    The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.


(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five


business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.


(e)   The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily


accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily


accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt.


(f)	Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic


format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format


and make it available to the public in that format.


(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the


lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are


not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-


protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an


electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report,





or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of the project.


(i)	Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court.


Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall


file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief.


(j)	The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section


21167.6.





§21187.


Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project


pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no


less than 12-point type stating the following:





“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”





The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092.





§21188.


The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is


held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.





§21189.


Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of


any party to comply with this division.





§21189.1.


If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor


pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid.





§21189.2.


The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.





§21189.3


This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a
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OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) will be published by OCII on June 5, 2015 in connection with this project. A copy of the report will be available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems.


3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 1.doc


Updated 8/7/14







OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) has been prepared by OCII in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems..



3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: Haul Trucks
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2015 10:11:57 AM
Attachments: image002.png


2015.06.03_GSW_HaulTruck_Letter.pdf


Paul and Joyce –
 
In the printcheck draft AQ section, Jessica Range had requested evidence for the administrative
record of GSW’s conversations with MCJV regarding the availability of haul trucks (2010 models or
newer). Please see the attached from MCJV. This does not include any new information or
commitments, so I this requires no changes to the DSEIR text. However, I thought you may want to
post it with the administrative record.
 
I’m available to discuss as needed. Thanks.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA); Clarke Miller
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 2:16:37 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Clark, 


Below is the response from Ricard Olea regarding the possible tabled crosswalk at 16th and TFB.  It's
not impossible, but will require some more complicated design considerations and review by MTA, the
Port, and DPW.


I can help connect your design team to staff here as needed.


Thanks,


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: Olea, Ricardo
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 8:18 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Winslow, David; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors


Ah, I understand, it's a raised intersection at the signal, not a new midblock crossing. Kind of
what was proposed in front of Moscone on Howard. 


There are a lot of design challenges when curbs are removed - drainage, parking transition,
ADA, and safety. Would bollards be needed on the water side?  Because this is in Port they
should get involved.  It's more complicated design, more expensive, so needs more review. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 3:47 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I don’t assume this would be uncontrolled.  The idea is to strengthen it visually to
create a stronger connection between the park and arena.  Could we consider
something like this with the arena project?
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
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Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:27 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Winslow, David; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Re: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
 
I don't think it's a good idea to be adding uncontrolled ped crossings of multiple lane
streets. Raised crosswalks are more typical for lower volume, narrower crossings, not
manor streets. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 28, 2015, at 11:00 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Ricardo,
 


This is the southeast corner of the proposed arena at TFB and 16th


Street.  The sponsor is proposing a tabled pedestrian crossing somewhere
in the area of the highlighted box below.  Are we ok with tabled
crosswalks?  How deep could it be given the configuration of the
intersection.  Any guidance on how best to approach this, or should we
just let it go?
 
emb
 
 
 
<image001.jpg>
 
 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103



http://www.sfmta.com/

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: FW: Warriors ATP
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:54:22 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Chris and Brett:
 
Just a heads-up to you on ESA’s archaeological testing at the Blocks 29-32 site next week.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Matthew Russell 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce; Kristin Kontz; Paul D. Zimmer
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Molly,


Thanks for the note.  We’ll start the drilling on Monday morning in the parking lot, and there are
enough dill locations accessible through the two parking lot entrances to keep us busy all day.  I
anticipate we’ll need the gate unlocked on Tuesday morning, but we’ll get in touch Monday to verify
the time.


Also, we’re going to have a utilities locator and one of our archaeologists briefly visit the property
tomorrow morning at 7AM to mark the drill locations and make sure they are clear of utilities, but
we won’t need the gate unlocked.  But I wanted to give you a head’s up that someone will be on site
tomorrow from about 7-8 AM.
 
Thanks,


Matt
 
Matthew A. Russell, Ph.D., RPA
ESA | Cultural Resources
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
direct 415.962.8405 | mobile 510.295.8535
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 7:48 PM
To: Matthew Russell; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce; Kristin Kontz
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Matt,
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Great! Yes, thank you for reaching out. Kristin (CCed) and I walked around the site to investigate.
There is a gate which I have bubbled in red in the attachment. Kristin has the key which opens this
gate. We would appreciate if you communicate your estimated arrival times 24 hours in advance, so
one of us can be there to open the gate for you.
 
The parking lot portion of the site opens at 6 am and closes at 9 pm. For drill locations in the parking
lots, I would recommend that you arrive early those days in order to cone off those spots so cars
won’t park there. The lots tend to fill up during the morning commute time.
 
Let me know if you have further questions.
 
Best,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com


 
 


From: Matthew Russell [mailto:MRussell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 1:12 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Molly,
 
We’re still confirmed to begin archaeological testing on site next Monday, June 8.  Are there any
access restrictions to the site that we should be aware of?  On Google Street View it looks like the
whole lot outside the parking areas is fenced. Do we need to coordinate with you to gain access to
fenced areas?  I’m attaching a graphic showing the proposed location of our cores.
 
Thanks,
 
Matt
 
Matthew A. Russell, Ph.D., RPA
ESA | Cultural Resources
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
direct 415.962.8405 | mobile 510.295.8535
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From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 7:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Paul,
 
Great! We are confirmed on our end as well. As we discussed earlier, because of the Giants night


game on that Friday June 12th, the goal is to be finished and off of the site by 4 pm that day.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 1:42 PM
To: Molly Hayes
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Molly:
 
Thanks for speaking with Matt and me yesterday.  We have confirmed with our driller the dates of
June 8 through June 12 for our drilling program at the Warriors site.  We will coordinate with you as
needed prior to the drilling.  Please do not hesitate to contact Matt or me with any questions. 
Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Paul,
 
I am available now. Sorry for the delayed response. My cell is 571-216-9205.
 
Best,
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Molly
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 4:12 PM
To: Molly Hayes
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Molly:
 
Just checking in with you again regarding my email below. Is there a time available for us to talk
regarding the scheduling for drilling?
 
Just let me know; thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 12:16 PM
To: 'Molly Hayes'
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Molly:
 
It may be best for you, Matt and I (and anyone else you may want to sit in) to have a call to discuss
options over the phone; we believe we can recommend potential ways to conducting the work to
minimize or avoid any conflicts with parking that may be used for Giants games.
 
Is there a time today or this week that works for you to talk with Matt and me?; just let me know
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Clarke Miller; Joyce; Brian Boxer; Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Paul,
 
Does the consecutive block of 5 days need to be during the week? See the Giants schedule. The
Giants have home games on June 1-3 and June 12, so the dates you suggested would not work. The
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earliest block of 5 days would any time between June 4-11. The earliest block of 5 weekdays would
be June 29-July 3.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 1:25 PM
To: Molly Hayes
Cc: Clarke Miller; Joyce; Brian Boxer; Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; Matthew Russell
Subject: FW: Warriors ATP
 
Molly:
 


1.        We followed up with the driller and our in-house archaeologist who would monitor the
drilling regarding their availability.  Unfortunately, May 10-18 is already booked and May
22-27 is conflicted by the Memorial holiday.  Consequently, would it be possible to schedule
the drilling between June 1-5 (we would need that consecutive block of 5 days). A backup
alternate schedule would be June 8-12 (again, a consecutive block of 5 days).  Please let us
know if either of these work for you.


2.        An informal mark-up of estimate drilling locations attached.  We’ll make a more formal
figure for the revised ATP later this week.


 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Paul,
 
Could you please provide me with the following information?
 
1) Locations (roughly) of drilling -- in particular, will there be drilling in the parking lots on-site (see
Google Earth pic for reference)?
2) Date the driller would prefer to come between May 10-18 or May 22-27.
 
Thanks,
Molly
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-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell; Molly Hayes
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Great; thanks.
 
We will wait to hear back from you and/or Molly before we coordinate with our driller.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 11:41 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell; Molly Hayes
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Paul,
 
Glad to hear it. I'm looping in Molly Hayes on our end, who has helped coordinate on-site testing for
other purposes (geotech, etc.) and should be familiar with the steps we'll need to take.
 
Molly, please coordinate with s.f. through David Kelly as usual.
 
Thanks all,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell) kaufhauser@warriors.com
 
website | tickets | app | social | find us SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 5:41 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell
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Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
 
Kate:
 
Responding to you remotely...
 
Good news. We received the review from the City Archaeologist (Randall Dean) yesterday, and
comments were light.  Consequently, we can schedule the driller shortly (and they typically need an
approximate 30-day heads-up).  Before we contact the driller, please let us know 1) if there are any
schedule conflicts on the Warriors side in May that would preclude the driller from conducting the
drilling at the site that month, and 2) if you need us to coordinate with anyone on your team prior to
us locking in our driller on a date?
 
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 4:13 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell
Subject: RE: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Paul -
I presume no word on this yet?
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
 
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
 
kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>
 
[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>
 
website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
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us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>
 
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>
 
 
 
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 12:21 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Matthew Russell
Subject: FW: Warriors ATP
 
Kate:
 
As you can see below, Randall Dean promises his comments on the archaeological testing plan by
this Thursday, after which we can share with you our next steps based on those comments.
 
-Paul
 
From: Matthew Russell
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Warriors ATP
 
Hi Paul,
 
Randall just called me back..He had a number of issues his office was trying to sort out, which
delayed his review (he kind of explained them to me, I'll tell you about them, maybe they'll make
sense to you).  But the bottom line is he'll get us his review  by Thursday this week.
 
Matt
 
Matthew A. Russell, Ph.D., RPA
ESA | Cultural Resources
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
direct 415.962.8405 | mobile 510.295.8535
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce Hsiao; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 4:04:18 PM


But we have a mitigation measure for this. If we add this in, we should revise the 
discussion and say that there is no impact.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On May 29, 2015, at 4:01 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Here is one more, too long to write.  Page 5.2-60; please add highlighted bullet:


6.   Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA 
would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special 
Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated 
number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and 
departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for 
special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick 
Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service 
on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event 
Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


  Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event 
center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees 
originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. 
Pre-event, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side 
of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be 
located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort 
Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with 
limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro 
and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, 
the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th 
Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on 
the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.   
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Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between 
the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, 
Third, Folsom , Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay 
Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street 
between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on 
the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Overlapping Events Shuttle would provide additional Muni Special Event Shuttles between 
key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni 
bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project 
site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the 
overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: Miller, Erin
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:48 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck


thanks all!


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: Paul Mitchell [PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Miller, Erin



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com





Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris
Subject: RE: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck


Thanks, Erin, I am cc:ing Luba/Jose, Chris K. and Joyce on your email.
 
-Paul
 
 
From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett
Subject: Clarification of small recommended edit in printcheck
 
 
Paul,
 
I wanted to send this comment electronically because my mark up on the print may be 
confusing.  I made a note on 5.2-267, in reference to an edit I recommend for 5.2-276.  I 
have cut and pasted the sentences that I would like to edit, and highlighted my 
recommended changes in CAPITAL BLUE.  I want to be clearer about the RRP process, 
and I want to restate the potential benefits of metered parking.  If you have any 
questions, I've also looked at this with Brett on the printcheck copy.


 


If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in 
finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, THEY COULD WORK WITH THE 
SFMTA TO ESTABLISH A NEW OR EXPAND THE EXISTING RPP X AREA. The extent 
of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by 
extending the RPP regulations to a larger area,EXTENDING THE WEEKDAY RPP 
REGULATIONS UNTIL 10 P.M., reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two 
hours, increasing weekday midday enforcement, AND/OR INCREASING THE SUPPLY 
OF METERED PARKING SPACES IN STRATEGIC LOCATIONS.


 
Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration
 
Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Cc: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Sekhri, Neil;


David Kelly; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:56:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.24_Helipad_Lighting_Revised_Mit_V2.docx


Please see attached for GSW redline of Impact TR-9d and associated mit M-TR-9d (Event Center
Exterior Lighting Plan). We’ll wait on your review and OK.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);
WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
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Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and green roofs and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings, would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting





Routine lighting:


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building- or pole pole-mounted that areand shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized lighting:


The event center and/or cCertain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, Based on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely have an undue adverse impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed] and OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and laser light shows, that have not been subject to prior review by the FAAOCII (or its designated representative) in consultation with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed]


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area 


· locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of other planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; Whit Manley (WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com); David Kelly
Subject: Alternatives Chapter - Sponsor Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01:21 AM
Attachments: image001.png


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3_RMM+Strada+GDC+GSWComment.docx


Combined sponsor comments on the Alternatives chapter are attached. Thanks.
 
Kate
 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses. 





Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” 


The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. (Section 15126.6[a])	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Added this bullet point so all of the basic requirements are included in this list.  


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed the required No Project alternative. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant and unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis selection of alternatives. As noted above, an EIR need only consider alternatives that would feasibly accomplish In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of for the proposed project are to: 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revise objectives to be consistent with updated objectives in Chapter 3. 

KA: Comment is applicable throughout this chapter.


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind	Comment by Whit Manley: Delete from list based on recent work demonstrating that performance standard can be achieved with mitigation.


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant	Comment by Whit Manley: Add wind impact WS-1 to this list, now that mitigation has been determined to substantially lessen this impact.


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be potentially feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the potentially feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, includesd an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:  Wind write-up should be revised per new information showing wind impacts are LSM. This change should be made to the discussion of this issue throughout this chapter.


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, conservatively determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts without the need for mitigation. 


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5, Section 5.4,,  identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measures represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. These impacts are associated with any project that involves grading or excavation activities.  For this reason, oOff-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices consistent with the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139)  would mitigate this impact to less than significant and would ensure that the project would result in no impact on bird collisions. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence seems to suggest that any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City would have less impacts (none) than the project (less than significant).  Added text to clarify that the project would also result in no impacts on bird collisions.  


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be potentially feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative Alternative B was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the  NBAleague, despite the high . The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities, including Oracle Arena, and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certainunlikely that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen the project’s significant traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis. It should be noted, however, that reducing the size of project features other than the event center is included under the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative B), which is analyzed in this SEIR.  	Comment by Whit Manley: A better explanation and more evidence to support this conclusion would be helpful. Was there a specific reduced size project that was considered to base this conclusion?  How much smaller would the project have to be in order to avoid the project’s SU traffic impacts?  Even if a much smaller arena has not been modeled, is there a way to estimate *e.g. via interpolation) the size of a project that would avoid SU traffic impacts?  

E.g.:  “Detailed traffic modeling of a smaller event center has not been performed.  For this reason, it is not possible to determine exactly how small the event center would need to be in order avoid some or all of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Based on the modeling that has been performed, however, it is clear that the event center would have to be substantially smaller in order to avoid these impacts.  Specifically, [explain rough interpolation or other approach to identifying approximate size of event center that would avoid impacts].  Based on this analysis, it is estimated that an event center with a capacity of XXX would avoid most of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Such a capacity does not meet NBA standards for an arena, and is much smaller than Oracle Arena.  For this reason, such an alternative does not meet basic project objectives.  Therefore, such an alternative is not considered potentially feasible.”	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider adding a detailed discussion under the “alternatives considered but rejected” section why this was not analyzed. Or explain how these considerations went into crafting the “reduced intensity” alternative. This is particularly important since the event center and especially operations of the event center is the source of many of the SU impacts.   


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the mosta potentially feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred proposed project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are potentially feasible options that would likely meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.	Comment by Whit Manley: See Global Comments above:
Recommend avoiding stating that any alternative is actually feasible because it could limit the ability to ultimately reject an alternative as infeasible.  As noted above, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in the EIR. Then, the decision-makers can decide whether it is actually feasible based on various considerations including policy choices.   





7. Alternatives





7. Alternatives








OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-1	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015May 19, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-14	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015May 19, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-15	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015May 19, 2015 Subject to Revision


Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 350,000 parking and loading
1,673548,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There is no discussion of the impacts that would result if the Warriors remain at Oracle Arena.  Perhaps include a footnote why this is included here.  See similar comment under Description of the No Project Alternative, below.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Whit’s comment, may help to cite to the Oakland Coliseum City draft EIR (public) to cover likely impacts at Oracle. 


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail	Comment by Clarke Miller: Should the 31,700 of Retail be included here?





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Army Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]	Comment by Neil Sekhri: This would not be required under the “no project” alternative.  The other 3 bullet points would be required.


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors


[Is it applicable to add Prop B vote?]












Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Note that this table may need to be revised to address comments and revisions to the objectives in Chapter 1.  


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Footnote: Reasonable expectation of AB900 certification for Alternative B and C, AND/OR sponsor ability to achieve “no net additional GHG” if desired with or without AB900. 


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Impacts from these actions are not mentioned.  We may want to note that the traffic, AQ impacts, etc. if the Warriors remain at Oracle would continue to occur.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Chris’ comment – see prior suggestion to cite to Coliseum City Project EIR or related documentation. That would help flush out not only what impacts are currently occurring, but also what impacts may be reasonably predicted to occur in the future. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location and existing entitlement, and ongoing development on similar sites adjacent to or near to Blocks 29-32, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Market context is illustrative. Can modify text to explain more if needed.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all buildings to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that a final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review or minor changes to Mission Bay planning documents on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same or similar mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Shouldn’t there also be a comparison of the project with events. Perhaps explain that impact would generally be different under the proposed project during events.  The impact discussions below state this briefly, but an explanation here in this introductory section would be helpful.  


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Reduce Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions would exceed the thresholds and are therefore significant and unavoidable.  Thus, there could be an inconsistency with the CAP goal regarding attainment of air quality standards. This may need to be revised if the discussion of this impact in the air quality chapter is changed.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing.  This impact can be substantially lessened with mitigation. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revised based on updated analysis.  Confirm.


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Wind impacts are largely a function of the design and placement of specific buildings.  In this case, no designs are available for the buildings that would be constructed under this alternative.  It is likely, however, that the buildings could be designed or mitigated in a way that avoids significant wind hazards.  In this respect, the No Project Alternative is considered equivalent to the proposed project. 


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above re lack of reduced event center alternative.  A better explanation with supporting evidence why the size and operations of the event center cannot be reduced would be helpful.  That is particularly true because event center operations is the source of many SU impacts.   



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?  





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 which exceeds the threshold (54). Here the ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  

This could just be due to the approximation.  It might be helpful to be more precise since the emissions are so close to the threshold here.  


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment above under No Project Alternative re Consistency with Clean Air Plan.  This may be an SU impact of the project because emissions are above the thresholds and therefore SU.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Are we saying the impact would be the same or less? Or just that we don’t know.  
There should at least be a conclusion stating that this was the same determination for the project.  


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they it did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all most of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment on AQ above.  This alternative would avoid SU impact on ROG emissions.  


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site.  The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project.  Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible.  The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.  


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant,  but mitigablewith mitigation, contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is a different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  The ROG threshold is also exceeded under the project even with mitigation.  See comment below and similar comment above under the Reduced Intensity Alternative	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.46


			180.07


			6.86


			6.86





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.91


			3.38


			3.38





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			53.43


			270.46


			10.75


			10.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment for Air Quality under the Reduced Intensity Alternative:

Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 for the project which exceeds the threshold (54). Under this alternative, ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.76


			135.90


			0.98


			0.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.09


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			36.89


			177.72


			1.74


			1.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Off-site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			37


			87


			14


			6.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			40


			0.37


			0.09


			0.09





			Total 


			80


			102


			17


			9.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.8


			16


			2.5


			1.2





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			7.2


			0.07


			0.02


			0.02





			Total


			14


			19


			3.1


			1.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No
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Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter
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Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments regarding Consistency with Clean Air Plan for the other alternatives.  This might be significant and unavoidable under the project because the thresholds to ROG and NOX are exceeded.  However, that is likely true under this alternative too.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. The proposed project includes mitigation consistent with City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, and thus this impact under the proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Both impacts are less than significant. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all most of the basic project objectives.


[INSERT DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE.] 	Comment by Whit Manley: The discussion should note that this alternative is considered “potentially feasible.”  Nonetheless, it would be appropriate to note reasons why the off-site alternative may not be feasible.  Examples include:  infrastructure costs (stabilizing piers), uncertainties regarding whether permits can be obtained from BCDC and Corps of Engineers, etc.








Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This sentence appears to be based on previous information that may have changed.  The project’s wind hazard impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  Also, the alternatives analysis should not discuss the variant or compare its impacts since it is not considered an alternative to the project (unless the variant, in fact, avoids an SU impact; in that case, the “variant” is instead an alternative).


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please be sure to revise this table based on any changes to this section based on out comments above or on any changes to impact discussions in the resource chapters.


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant (LS)


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


[bookmark: _GoBack]In developing the proposed project and the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than compared to those of the project. The alternatives considered and the reasons OCII has they have been rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: .Please add more explanation and evidence to this discussion if possible.  Again, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR, which is a low bar.   We should also note, where applicable, that the alternative would not reduce any significant impacts.  





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the constructing an event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the an event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			This alternative is The technically infeasib.e.   feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept . The event center has not been incorporated into the is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Can we say this is not feasible.  Again an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR.  





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-110	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015May 19, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-111	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015May 19, 2015 Subject to Revision





 




OCII Case No. ER 2014




-




919




-




97




 




7




-




1




 




Event Center and Mixed




-




Use Development




 




Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E




 




 




at Mission Bay Blocks 29




-




32




 




Administrative Draft, 




May 25, 2015




-




 




Subject to Revision




 




CHAPTER 7




 




 




Alternatives




 




7.1




 




Introduction




 




This chapter presents the alternatives analysis 




as required by the California Environmental 




Quality Act (CEQA) 




for the 




proposed 




m




ulti




-




purpose event center and mixed




-




use development 




on Blocks 29




-




32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco




. The 




discuss




ion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final 




Supplemental Environmental Im




pact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by 




the 




methodology used to 




select




 




alternatives




 




to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, 




with the intent of developing 




potentially 




feasible alternatives that could avoid or 




substantially lessen the signif




icant impacts identified for the proposed project while still




 




meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of 




alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their 




comparative merits with




 




respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects




. 




For the 




alternatives




 




selected




 




for detailed analysis




, th




e




 




chapter




 




evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against 




existing environmental conditions and 




compares the potential impacts of the alternatives 




with




 




those of the proposed project




. Based on this analysis, this chapter then 




identifies the 




environmentally superior alternative




. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were 




considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for 




their elimination




.




 




 




7.1.1




 




CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis




 




The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must 




describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would 




feasib




ly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen 




any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to 




consider 




every conceivable alternative to a proposed project.




 




Rather, it must consider a 




reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision




-




making 




and public participation. 




 




CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be 




based on a r




ange of factors and influences.




 




CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364,




 




define




s




 




“




feasibility




”




 




as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 




taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological




 




factors.”




 




CEQA 




Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when 




addressi




ng the feasibility of alternatives 




include 




site suitability, economic viability, availability of 








 



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97 7-1 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Administrative Draft, May 25, 2015 Subject to Revision 



CHAPTER 7  



Alternatives 



7.1 Introduction 



This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental 



Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development 



on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The 



discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the 



methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, 



with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or 
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meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of 
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comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the 



alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against 



existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with 



those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the 



environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were 
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. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses. 





Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” 


The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. (Section 15126.6[a])	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Added this bullet point so all of the basic requirements are included in this list.  


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed the required No Project alternative. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant and unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis selection of alternatives. As noted above, an EIR need only consider alternatives that would feasibly accomplish In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of for the proposed project are to: 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revise objectives to be consistent with updated objectives in Chapter 3. 

KA: Comment is applicable throughout this chapter.


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind	Comment by Whit Manley: Delete from list based on recent work demonstrating that performance standard can be achieved with mitigation.


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant	Comment by Whit Manley: Add wind impact WS-1 to this list, now that mitigation has been determined to substantially lessen this impact.


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be potentially feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the potentially feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, includesd an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:  Wind write-up should be revised per new information showing wind impacts are LSM. This change should be made to the discussion of this issue throughout this chapter.


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, conservatively determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts without the need for mitigation. 


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5, Section 5.4,,  identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measures represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. These impacts are associated with any project that involves grading or excavation activities.  For this reason, oOff-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices consistent with the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139)  would mitigate this impact to less than significant and would ensure that the project would result in no impact on bird collisions. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence seems to suggest that any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City would have less impacts (none) than the project (less than significant).  Added text to clarify that the project would also result in no impacts on bird collisions.  


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be potentially feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative Alternative B was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the  NBAleague, despite the high . The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities, including Oracle Arena, and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certainunlikely that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen the project’s significant traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis. It should be noted, however, that reducing the size of project features other than the event center is included under the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative B), which is analyzed in this SEIR.  	Comment by Whit Manley: A better explanation and more evidence to support this conclusion would be helpful. Was there a specific reduced size project that was considered to base this conclusion?  How much smaller would the project have to be in order to avoid the project’s SU traffic impacts?  Even if a much smaller arena has not been modeled, is there a way to estimate *e.g. via interpolation) the size of a project that would avoid SU traffic impacts?  

E.g.:  “Detailed traffic modeling of a smaller event center has not been performed.  For this reason, it is not possible to determine exactly how small the event center would need to be in order avoid some or all of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Based on the modeling that has been performed, however, it is clear that the event center would have to be substantially smaller in order to avoid these impacts.  Specifically, [explain rough interpolation or other approach to identifying approximate size of event center that would avoid impacts].  Based on this analysis, it is estimated that an event center with a capacity of XXX would avoid most of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Such a capacity does not meet NBA standards for an arena, and is much smaller than Oracle Arena.  For this reason, such an alternative does not meet basic project objectives.  Therefore, such an alternative is not considered potentially feasible.”	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider adding a detailed discussion under the “alternatives considered but rejected” section why this was not analyzed. Or explain how these considerations went into crafting the “reduced intensity” alternative. This is particularly important since the event center and especially operations of the event center is the source of many of the SU impacts.   


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the mosta potentially feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred proposed project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are potentially feasible options that would likely meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.	Comment by Whit Manley: See Global Comments above:
Recommend avoiding stating that any alternative is actually feasible because it could limit the ability to ultimately reject an alternative as infeasible.  As noted above, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in the EIR. Then, the decision-makers can decide whether it is actually feasible based on various considerations including policy choices.   
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Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 350,000 parking and loading
1,673548,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There is no discussion of the impacts that would result if the Warriors remain at Oracle Arena.  Perhaps include a footnote why this is included here.  See similar comment under Description of the No Project Alternative, below.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Whit’s comment, may help to cite to the Oakland Coliseum City draft EIR (public) to cover likely impacts at Oracle. 


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail	Comment by Clarke Miller: Should the 31,700 of Retail be included here?





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Army Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]	Comment by Neil Sekhri: This would not be required under the “no project” alternative.  The other 3 bullet points would be required.


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors


[Is it applicable to add Prop B vote?]












Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Note that this table may need to be revised to address comments and revisions to the objectives in Chapter 1.  


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Footnote: Reasonable expectation of AB900 certification for Alternative B and C, AND/OR sponsor ability to achieve “no net additional GHG” if desired with or without AB900. 


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Impacts from these actions are not mentioned.  We may want to note that the traffic, AQ impacts, etc. if the Warriors remain at Oracle would continue to occur.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Chris’ comment – see prior suggestion to cite to Coliseum City Project EIR or related documentation. That would help flush out not only what impacts are currently occurring, but also what impacts may be reasonably predicted to occur in the future. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location and existing entitlement, and ongoing development on similar sites adjacent to or near to Blocks 29-32, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Market context is illustrative. Can modify text to explain more if needed.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all buildings to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that a final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review or minor changes to Mission Bay planning documents on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same or similar mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Shouldn’t there also be a comparison of the project with events. Perhaps explain that impact would generally be different under the proposed project during events.  The impact discussions below state this briefly, but an explanation here in this introductory section would be helpful.  


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Reduce Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions would exceed the thresholds and are therefore significant and unavoidable.  Thus, there could be an inconsistency with the CAP goal regarding attainment of air quality standards. This may need to be revised if the discussion of this impact in the air quality chapter is changed.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing.  This impact can be substantially lessened with mitigation. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revised based on updated analysis.  Confirm.


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Wind impacts are largely a function of the design and placement of specific buildings.  In this case, no designs are available for the buildings that would be constructed under this alternative.  It is likely, however, that the buildings could be designed or mitigated in a way that avoids significant wind hazards.  In this respect, the No Project Alternative is considered equivalent to the proposed project. 


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above re lack of reduced event center alternative.  A better explanation with supporting evidence why the size and operations of the event center cannot be reduced would be helpful.  That is particularly true because event center operations is the source of many SU impacts.   



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?  





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 which exceeds the threshold (54). Here the ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  

This could just be due to the approximation.  It might be helpful to be more precise since the emissions are so close to the threshold here.  


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment above under No Project Alternative re Consistency with Clean Air Plan.  This may be an SU impact of the project because emissions are above the thresholds and therefore SU.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Are we saying the impact would be the same or less? Or just that we don’t know.  
There should at least be a conclusion stating that this was the same determination for the project.  


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they it did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all most of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment on AQ above.  This alternative would avoid SU impact on ROG emissions.  


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site.  The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project.  Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible.  The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.  


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant,  but mitigablewith mitigation, contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is a different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  The ROG threshold is also exceeded under the project even with mitigation.  See comment below and similar comment above under the Reduced Intensity Alternative	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.46


			180.07


			6.86


			6.86





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.91


			3.38


			3.38





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			53.43


			270.46


			10.75


			10.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment for Air Quality under the Reduced Intensity Alternative:

Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 for the project which exceeds the threshold (54). Under this alternative, ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.76


			135.90


			0.98


			0.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.09


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			36.89


			177.72


			1.74


			1.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Off-site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			37


			87


			14


			6.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			40


			0.37


			0.09


			0.09





			Total 


			80


			102


			17


			9.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.8


			16


			2.5


			1.2





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			7.2


			0.07


			0.02


			0.02





			Total


			14


			19


			3.1


			1.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments regarding Consistency with Clean Air Plan for the other alternatives.  This might be significant and unavoidable under the project because the thresholds to ROG and NOX are exceeded.  However, that is likely true under this alternative too.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. The proposed project includes mitigation consistent with City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, and thus this impact under the proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Both impacts are less than significant. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all most of the basic project objectives.


[INSERT DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE.] 	Comment by Whit Manley: The discussion should note that this alternative is considered “potentially feasible.”  Nonetheless, it would be appropriate to note reasons why the off-site alternative may not be feasible.  Examples include:  infrastructure costs (stabilizing piers), uncertainties regarding whether permits can be obtained from BCDC and Corps of Engineers, etc.








Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This sentence appears to be based on previous information that may have changed.  The project’s wind hazard impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  Also, the alternatives analysis should not discuss the variant or compare its impacts since it is not considered an alternative to the project (unless the variant, in fact, avoids an SU impact; in that case, the “variant” is instead an alternative).


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please be sure to revise this table based on any changes to this section based on out comments above or on any changes to impact discussions in the resource chapters.


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant (LS)


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


[bookmark: _GoBack]In developing the proposed project and the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than compared to those of the project. The alternatives considered and the reasons OCII has they have been rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: .Please add more explanation and evidence to this discussion if possible.  Again, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR, which is a low bar.   We should also note, where applicable, that the alternative would not reduce any significant impacts.  





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the constructing an event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the an event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			This alternative is The technically infeasib.e.   feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept . The event center has not been incorporated into the is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Can we say this is not feasible.  Again an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR.  





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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Alternatives 



7.1 Introduction 



This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental 



Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development 



on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The 



discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the 



methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, 



with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or 



substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still 



meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of 



alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their 



comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the 



alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against 



existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with 



those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the 



environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were 



considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination.  



7.1.1 CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis 



The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must 



describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would 



feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen 



any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to 



consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a 



reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making 



and public participation.  



CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be 



based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” 



as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 



taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” CEQA 



Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when 



addressing the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
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. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses. 





Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” 


The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. (Section 15126.6[a])	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Added this bullet point so all of the basic requirements are included in this list.  


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed the required No Project alternative. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant and unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis selection of alternatives. As noted above, an EIR need only consider alternatives that would feasibly accomplish In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of for the proposed project are to: 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revise objectives to be consistent with updated objectives in Chapter 3. 

KA: Comment is applicable throughout this chapter.


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind	Comment by Whit Manley: Delete from list based on recent work demonstrating that performance standard can be achieved with mitigation.


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant	Comment by Whit Manley: Add wind impact WS-1 to this list, now that mitigation has been determined to substantially lessen this impact.


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be potentially feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the potentially feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, includesd an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:  Wind write-up should be revised per new information showing wind impacts are LSM. This change should be made to the discussion of this issue throughout this chapter.


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, conservatively determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts without the need for mitigation. 


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5, Section 5.4,,  identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measures represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. These impacts are associated with any project that involves grading or excavation activities.  For this reason, oOff-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices consistent with the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139)  would mitigate this impact to less than significant and would ensure that the project would result in no impact on bird collisions. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence seems to suggest that any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City would have less impacts (none) than the project (less than significant).  Added text to clarify that the project would also result in no impacts on bird collisions.  


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be potentially feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative Alternative B was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the  NBAleague, despite the high . The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities, including Oracle Arena, and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certainunlikely that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen the project’s significant traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis. It should be noted, however, that reducing the size of project features other than the event center is included under the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative B), which is analyzed in this SEIR.  	Comment by Whit Manley: A better explanation and more evidence to support this conclusion would be helpful. Was there a specific reduced size project that was considered to base this conclusion?  How much smaller would the project have to be in order to avoid the project’s SU traffic impacts?  Even if a much smaller arena has not been modeled, is there a way to estimate *e.g. via interpolation) the size of a project that would avoid SU traffic impacts?  

E.g.:  “Detailed traffic modeling of a smaller event center has not been performed.  For this reason, it is not possible to determine exactly how small the event center would need to be in order avoid some or all of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Based on the modeling that has been performed, however, it is clear that the event center would have to be substantially smaller in order to avoid these impacts.  Specifically, [explain rough interpolation or other approach to identifying approximate size of event center that would avoid impacts].  Based on this analysis, it is estimated that an event center with a capacity of XXX would avoid most of the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  Such a capacity does not meet NBA standards for an arena, and is much smaller than Oracle Arena.  For this reason, such an alternative does not meet basic project objectives.  Therefore, such an alternative is not considered potentially feasible.”	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider adding a detailed discussion under the “alternatives considered but rejected” section why this was not analyzed. Or explain how these considerations went into crafting the “reduced intensity” alternative. This is particularly important since the event center and especially operations of the event center is the source of many of the SU impacts.   


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the mosta potentially feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred proposed project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are potentially feasible options that would likely meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.	Comment by Whit Manley: See Global Comments above:
Recommend avoiding stating that any alternative is actually feasible because it could limit the ability to ultimately reject an alternative as infeasible.  As noted above, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in the EIR. Then, the decision-makers can decide whether it is actually feasible based on various considerations including policy choices.   
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Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 350,000 parking and loading
1,673548,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There is no discussion of the impacts that would result if the Warriors remain at Oracle Arena.  Perhaps include a footnote why this is included here.  See similar comment under Description of the No Project Alternative, below.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Whit’s comment, may help to cite to the Oakland Coliseum City draft EIR (public) to cover likely impacts at Oracle. 


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail	Comment by Clarke Miller: Should the 31,700 of Retail be included here?





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Army Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]	Comment by Neil Sekhri: This would not be required under the “no project” alternative.  The other 3 bullet points would be required.


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors


[Is it applicable to add Prop B vote?]












Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Note that this table may need to be revised to address comments and revisions to the objectives in Chapter 1.  


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Footnote: Reasonable expectation of AB900 certification for Alternative B and C, AND/OR sponsor ability to achieve “no net additional GHG” if desired with or without AB900. 


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Impacts from these actions are not mentioned.  We may want to note that the traffic, AQ impacts, etc. if the Warriors remain at Oracle would continue to occur.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per Chris’ comment – see prior suggestion to cite to Coliseum City Project EIR or related documentation. That would help flush out not only what impacts are currently occurring, but also what impacts may be reasonably predicted to occur in the future. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location and existing entitlement, and ongoing development on similar sites adjacent to or near to Blocks 29-32, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Market context is illustrative. Can modify text to explain more if needed.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all buildings to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that a final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review or minor changes to Mission Bay planning documents on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same or similar mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Shouldn’t there also be a comparison of the project with events. Perhaps explain that impact would generally be different under the proposed project during events.  The impact discussions below state this briefly, but an explanation here in this introductory section would be helpful.  


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Reduce Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions would exceed the thresholds and are therefore significant and unavoidable.  Thus, there could be an inconsistency with the CAP goal regarding attainment of air quality standards. This may need to be revised if the discussion of this impact in the air quality chapter is changed.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing.  This impact can be substantially lessened with mitigation. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 	Comment by Whit Manley: Revised based on updated analysis.  Confirm.


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Wind impacts are largely a function of the design and placement of specific buildings.  In this case, no designs are available for the buildings that would be constructed under this alternative.  It is likely, however, that the buildings could be designed or mitigated in a way that avoids significant wind hazards.  In this respect, the No Project Alternative is considered equivalent to the proposed project. 


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above re lack of reduced event center alternative.  A better explanation with supporting evidence why the size and operations of the event center cannot be reduced would be helpful.  That is particularly true because event center operations is the source of many SU impacts.   



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?  





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 which exceeds the threshold (54). Here the ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  

This could just be due to the approximation.  It might be helpful to be more precise since the emissions are so close to the threshold here.  


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment above under No Project Alternative re Consistency with Clean Air Plan.  This may be an SU impact of the project because emissions are above the thresholds and therefore SU.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Are we saying the impact would be the same or less? Or just that we don’t know.  
There should at least be a conclusion stating that this was the same determination for the project.  


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they it did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all most of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment on AQ above.  This alternative would avoid SU impact on ROG emissions.  


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site.  The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project.  Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible.  The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.  


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant,  but mitigablewith mitigation, contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is a different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  The ROG threshold is also exceeded under the project even with mitigation.  See comment below and similar comment above under the Reduced Intensity Alternative	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Should this say maximum?


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.46


			180.07


			6.86


			6.86





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.91


			3.38


			3.38





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			53.43


			270.46


			10.75


			10.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment for Air Quality under the Reduced Intensity Alternative:

Table 5.4-8 in Air Quality shows total mitigated emissions of ROG as 54.2 for the project which exceeds the threshold (54). Under this alternative, ROG is below the threshold.  Thus this is a SU impact of the project that would be avoided under this alternative.  


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.76


			135.90


			0.98


			0.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.09


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			36.89


			177.72


			1.74


			1.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Off-site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			37


			87


			14


			6.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			40


			0.37


			0.09


			0.09





			Total 


			80


			102


			17


			9.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.8


			16


			2.5


			1.2





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			7.2


			0.07


			0.02


			0.02





			Total


			14


			19


			3.1


			1.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments regarding Consistency with Clean Air Plan for the other alternatives.  This might be significant and unavoidable under the project because the thresholds to ROG and NOX are exceeded.  However, that is likely true under this alternative too.  


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. The proposed project includes mitigation consistent with City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, and thus this impact under the proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Both impacts are less than significant. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all most of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all most of the basic project objectives.


[INSERT DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE.] 	Comment by Whit Manley: The discussion should note that this alternative is considered “potentially feasible.”  Nonetheless, it would be appropriate to note reasons why the off-site alternative may not be feasible.  Examples include:  infrastructure costs (stabilizing piers), uncertainties regarding whether permits can be obtained from BCDC and Corps of Engineers, etc.








Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This sentence appears to be based on previous information that may have changed.  The project’s wind hazard impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  Also, the alternatives analysis should not discuss the variant or compare its impacts since it is not considered an alternative to the project (unless the variant, in fact, avoids an SU impact; in that case, the “variant” is instead an alternative).


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please be sure to revise this table based on any changes to this section based on out comments above or on any changes to impact discussions in the resource chapters.


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant (LS)


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


[bookmark: _GoBack]In developing the proposed project and the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than compared to those of the project. The alternatives considered and the reasons OCII has they have been rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: .Please add more explanation and evidence to this discussion if possible.  Again, an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR, which is a low bar.   We should also note, where applicable, that the alternative would not reduce any significant impacts.  





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the constructing an event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the an event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			This alternative is The technically infeasib.e.   feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept . The event center has not been incorporated into the is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Can we say this is not feasible.  Again an alternative need only be potentially feasible to be included in an EIR.  





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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CHAPTER 7  



Alternatives 



7.1 Introduction 



This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental 



Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development 



on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The 



discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the 



methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, 



with the intent of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or 



substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still 



meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of 



alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their 



comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the 



alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against 



existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with 



those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the 



environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were 



considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination.  



7.1.1 CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis 



The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must 



describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would 



feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen 



any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to 



consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a 



reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making 



and public participation.  



CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the case law on the subject have found that feasibility can be 



based on a range of factors and influences. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364, defines “feasibility” 



as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 



taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” CEQA 



Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when 



addressing the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
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May 15, 2015 



 



 



Tiffany Bohee 



Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor 



San Francisco, CA 94103 



 



RE: SFMTA Transit Service Plan, Enforcement Support and Capital Investment Funding for 



the Golden State Warriors Multipurpose Arena 



 



Dear Ms. Bohee: 



 



You have requested that the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) provide 



you with information concerning the inclusion of a transportation service plan (TSP) as part of the 



Project Description in the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at 



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR). 



 



The SFMTA worked with the Project sponsor, the Golden State Warriors, to develop a TSP that 



would meet the Project's demand for transit service and traffic enforcement at its multipurpose 



event center and ancillary office and retail uses on Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay and is consistent 



with the SFMTA’s goals of providing socially-equitable and sustainable mobility to this growing 



neighborhood and to all of San Francisco.  The TSP and associated capital improvements are 



described in the Project Description of the DSEIR in Section 5.2.5.2 Subsections 2 Transit Network 



Improvements, 6 Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and the portion of 7 Transportation 



Management Plan related to Parking Control Officers.   



 



The SFMTA cannot unequivocally guarantee future funding for the TSP at the levels analyzed in 



the Project Description in perpetuity; nevertheless, I am confident the SFMTA will be able to 



deliver the proposed service for the following reasons: 



 



1. An independent fiscal feasibility analysis of the Project conducted by Economic & Planning 



Systems and peer reviewed by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. shows annual anticipated 



Project-generated City revenues of over $14 Million.  This is more than double the City’s 



anticipated total annual project-related operating costs of $6.5 Million. 



 



2. The SFMTA share of these City operating costs for transit service and enforcement is estimated 



to be $5.5 Million, 54 percent of the revenues for which are mandated by the City Charter to 



accrue to the SFMTA through baseline service improvements and parking tax collections.   



 



3. Any gaps in funding above the baseline in 2 above will be addressed by ensuring that additional 



revenues accrued to the City from this project will be available to the SFMTA to meet the 



annual operating funding gap. 
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In addition to the operating needs, the Project requires capital investments totaling nearly $40 



Million.  The Capital investments include procuring light rail vehicles, extending and raising the 



adjacent T-Third transit platform, installing crossover tracks, augmenting power and installing 



traffic signals and related infrastructure.  The City and SFMTA will apply project generated  



one-time and annual revenues to address these capital needs for the Project without impacting the 



other capital projects underway or planned by the City and SFMTA.   



 



The SFMTA supports the Project with the understanding that the City, the Golden State Warriors, 



and SFMTA do not expect the SFMTA operating and capital budgets to experience any adverse 



impact associated with implementing the proposed TSP and the capital investments to support it.  



As an additional safeguard, should an unlikely and unforeseen future event cause SFMTA to reduce 



funding in order to maintain equitable services citywide, the DSEIR imposes a mitigation measure 



on the Project sponsor to meet performance standards addressing a variety of issues.  These include 



but are not limited to, the minimization of transit loading times, vehicle queuing and the percentage 



of those who drive, protecting pedestrian flows, and improving private shuttle capacities and 



bicycle parking supply.   



 



The mitigation measure also provides for a robust monitoring of the City’s and Project’s ability to 



satisfy the established performance standard and a tool kit of actions that the Project sponsor can 



implement to smooth transit operations, reduce crowding on the transit system serving the site, 



adjust transportation behaviors of visitors to the site, and address physical constraints of the existing 



transportation infrastructure, among other objectives. As the Project sponsor implements various 



actions, the City and sponsor will conduct additional analysis to ensure the performance standard is 



being met or whether additional actions are necessary.  In addition, the Project sponsor has agreed 



to join the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee as an active participant in 



the joint cooperation and decision-making about efforts to address transportation needs in this area.  



 



We look forward to working cooperatively with the Office of Community Investment and 



Infrastructure, the Project sponsor and the Mission Bay community to ensure the success of this 



Project.  Providing robust transit service and enforcement support is good for the Project, is good 



for the environment and is good for San Francisco.   



 



Sincerely, 



 



 



 



Edward D. Reiskin 



Director of Transportation 
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FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 Total 5-Year Plan 



Capital and Operating Cost Estimates for Warrior's Arena Events (please see notes)



5-Year Plan R00 presented in 
October 2014



R02-R01 Delta 
Cost/(Savings)



 ESTIMATED COST 
FY13-14 $ 



R01 presented in 
February 2015



PRELIMINARY CAPITAL USES



Transit Investments
(4) New Light Rail Vehicles $18,300,287 -                           -                           -                           21,000,000             -                           $21,000,000 3 $0 $21,000,000 $36,600,574



Installation of (3) single crossovers
Conceptual Engineering Phase $176,134 $182,299 $0 $0 $0 $0 $182,299 -                          182,299                 
Detail Design Phase $469,691 $486,130 $0 $0 $0 $0 $486,130 -                          486,130                 
Construction Phase $7,058,715 $0 $0 $7,826,123 $0 $0 $7,826,123 -                          7,826,123              
Bus Substitution Cost $650,000 $0 $0 $720,667 $0 $0 $720,667 -                          720,667                 
        Total Installation of single crossovers $8,354,540 $668,429 $0 $8,546,790 $0 $0 $9,215,219 $0 $9,215,219 $12,500,000
        Allocation to Warriors (70%) $5,848,178 $467,900 $0 $5,982,753 $0 $0 $6,450,653



Extend UCSF Platform (NB) by approximately 160 ft, and associated trackway modifications
Conceptual Engineering Phase $126,277 $130,697 -                           -                           -                           -                           $130,697 -                          130,697                 -                            
Detail Design Phase $227,299 $235,254 -                           -                           -                           -                           $235,254 -                          235,254                 -                            
Construction Phase $3,062,792 -                           -                           $3,395,772 -                           -                           $3,395,772 -                          3,395,772              -                            
Bus Substitution Cost $3,500,000 -                           -                           $3,880,513 -                           -                           $3,880,513 -                          3,880,513              -                            
        Total UCSF platform Extension $6,916,368 $365,951 $0 $7,276,285 $0 $0 $7,642,236 $0 $7,642,236 $0



Study Extension of Extend South Bound Platform $40,000 $40,000 $40,000



6 Inch Raised Area (NB between South Street and 16th Street)
Conceptual Engineering Phase $34,068 $35,260 -                           -                           -                           -                           $35,260 -                          35,260                   -                            
Detail Design Phase $30,553 $31,622 -                           -                           -                           -                           $31,622 -                          31,622                   -                            
Construction Phase $97,005 -                           $103,914 -                           -                           -                           $103,914 -                          103,914                 -                            
Bus Substitution Cost $150,000 -                           $160,684 -                           -                           -                           $160,684 -                          160,684                 -                            
        Total 6" raised area along existing tracks $311,626 $66,883 $264,598 $0 $0 $0 $331,481 $0 $331,481 $0



Power augments to idling "event" trains $6,800,000 $7,539,282 $7,539,282 $0 $7,539,282 $0



Operator Restroom -                           -                           -                           -                           -                           -                           6 -                          -                          $200,000
Total Transit Investments $40,722,821 $1,141,263 $264,598 $23,362,356 $21,000,000 $0 $45,768,217 $7,642,236 $45,728,217 $52,981,086
Total Transit Investments - allcoation to Warriors $38,216,459 $940,734 $264,598 $20,798,319 $21,000,000 $0 $43,003,651



Traffic/Signals Engineering Investments 
CCTV Cameras @ 5 locations $175,000 -                           $65,613 $126,117 -                           -                           $191,729 -                          $191,729 $175,000
Variable Message Signs (VMT) $405,000 -                           $151,846 $291,870 -                           -                           $443,716 -                          $443,716 $135,000
Traffic Signals at South Street and 16th Street and Terry Francois Bo  $800,000 -                           $299,943 $576,533 -                           -                           $876,476 -                          876,476                 -                            
Transportation Management Center Network Upgrades $80,000 -                           $29,994 $57,653 -                           -                           $87,648 -                          $87,648 $80,000
Total Traffic/Signals Engineering Investments $1,460,000 $0 $547,396 $1,052,173 $0 $0 $1,599,569 $0 $1,599,569 $390,000



Total Estimated Capital Uses $42,182,821 1,141,263$             811,994$                24,414,530$          21,000,000$          -$                             $47,367,786 $7,642,236 $47,327,786 $53,371,086
Total Estimated Capital Uses  Allocation to Warriors $39,676,459 940,734$                811,994$                21,850,493$          21,000,000$          -$                             44,603,221$          



PRELIMINARY CAPITAL SOURCES
In Lieu TIDF (SFMTA) $17,436,000 -                           -                           -                           $19,434,536 -                           $19,434,536 $19,434,536 -                          -                            
Construction Related Taxes (General Fund) -                           -                           -                           $0 -                           $0 $0 -                          -                            



Sales Taxes $2,355,000 -                           -                           $1,277,340 $1,312,467 -                           $2,589,806 $2,589,806 -                          -                            
Gross Receipts $2,953,000 -                           -                           $1,601,692 $1,645,738 -                           $3,247,430 $3,247,430 -                          -                            



Real Property Transfer Tax (General Fund) $4,200,000 -                           $4,434,176 -                           -                           -                           $4,434,176 $4,434,176 -                          -                            
Total Estimated Capital Sources $26,944,000 -$                             4,434,176$             2,879,031$             22,392,741$          -$                             29,705,949$          5,9 29,705,949$         -$                            -$                              



CAPITAL SOURCES LESS USES ($15,238,821) ($1,141,263) $3,622,182 ($21,535,498) $1,392,741 $0 ($17,661,838) $22,063,713 ($47,327,786) ($53,371,086)



CAPITAL SOURCES LESS USES Allocation to Warriors ($12,732,459) ($940,734) $3,622,182 ($18,971,461) $1,392,741 $0 ($14,897,272)
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FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 Total 5-Year Plan 



Capital and Operating Cost Estimates for Warrior's Arena Events (please see notes)



5-Year Plan R00 presented in 
October 2014



R02-R01 Delta 
Cost/(Savings)



 ESTIMATED COST 
FY13-14 $ 



R01 presented in 
February 2015



PRELIMINARY OPERATING COSTS
Transit Operating Costs by Event Type
Annual Transit Costs:  Basketball Games (43) $1,342,600 -                           -                           -                           $770,332 $1,594,588 -                          $1,594,588 1,402,100$              
Annual Transit Costs:  Concerts (30) $546,000 -                           -                           -                           $313,274 $648,477 -                          $648,477 870,000$                 
Annual Transit Costs:  Convention, Theater, Shows & Other Sportin   $764,800 -                           -                           -                           $438,813 $908,342 -                          $908,342 569,200$                 
Total Transit Operating Costs (204 Events/Year) $2,653,400 $0 $0 $0 $1,522,419 $3,151,407 1, 4,7 $0 $3,151,407 2,841,300$              



Enforcement Operating Costs by Event Type
Annual Enforcement Operating Costs:  Basketball Games (43) 908,932$                -                           -                           -                           $521,510 $1,079,527 161,600                 $917,927 888,544$                 
Annual Enforcement Operating Costs:   Concerts (30) 634,139$                -                           -                           -                           $363,844 $753,158 162,563                 $590,595 1,330,883$              
Annual Enforcement Operating Costs:  Convention, Theater, Shows     850,453$                -                           -                           -                           $487,957 $1,010,072 (166,034)                $1,176,106 1,278,207$              
Total Enforcement Operating Costs (204 Events/Year) $2,393,525 $0 $0 $0 $1,373,312 $2,842,757 1,5,7 $158,128 $2,684,628 3,497,633$              



Mitigation Measure Cost
Parking Facilities Service 234,635$                -                           -                           -                           $134,625 $278,673 $278,673 -                          -                            
Transit Demand Accommodation 1,800,000$             -                           -                           -                           $1,032,771 $2,137,835 2,137,835              -                          -                            
Total Mitigation Measurer Operating Costs 2,034,635$             $0 $0 $0 $1,167,395 $2,416,508 5,7,8 $2,416,508 $0 $0



Total Operating Cost $7,081,560 $0 $0 $0 $4,063,126 $8,410,672 $2,574,636 $5,836,035 $6,338,933



PRELIMINARY OPERATING SOURCE and General Fund



Transit Sources Assumptions by Event Type
Annual Transit Fares:  Basketball Games (43) $289,300 -                           -                           -                           $161,230 $331,328 -                          $331,328 321,400$       
Annual Transit Fares:  Concerts (30) $148,800 -                           -                           -                           $82,928 $170,417 -                          $170,417 324,500$       
Annual Transit Fares:  Convention, Theater, Shows & Other $322,800 -                           -                           -                           $179,900 $369,694 -                          $369,694 133,100$                 
Total Annual Transit Fares $760,900 -                           $0 $0 $424,058 $871,438 1, 6,7 $0 $871,438 779,000$                 



Special Event Parking Sources by Event Type
Annual Parking Revenues:  Basketball Games (43) $299,569 -                           -                           -                           $166,953 $343,089 -                          343,089                 -                            
Annual Parking Revenues:  Concerts (30) $156,243 -                           -                           -                           $87,076 $178,941 -                          178,941                 -                            
Annual Parking Revenues:  Convention, Theater, Shows & $337,067 -                           -                           -                           $187,851 $386,034 -                          386,034                 -                            
Total Annual Incremental Parking Revenues $792,879 -                           $0 $0 $441,880 $908,064 1, 6,7 $0 908,064$               -$                              



General Fund (GF) Sources
Charter Mandated
Property Tax $83,904 -                           -                           -                           -                           92,637$                  92,637                   -                          -                            
Property in Lieu of VLF $73,968 -                           -                           -                           -                           84,508$                  84,508                   -                          -                            
Sales Tax $47,932 -                           -                           -                           13,331$                  54,762$                  54,762                   -                          -                            
Hotel/Motel Tax $153,364 -                           -                           -                           42,653$                  175,217$                175,217                 -                          -                            
Baseline $398,912 -                           -                           -                           221,885$                455,753$                455,753                 -                          -                            
Gross Receipts $227,516 -                           -                           -                           -                           259,935$                259,935                 -                          -                            
Utility User Tax $23,368 -                           -                           -                           12,998$                  26,698$                  26,698                   -                          -                            
Parking Tax (GF 20%) $44,344 -                           -                           -                           18,252$                  50,663$                  50,663                   -                          -                            
Parking Tax (MTA 80%) $1,929,000 -                           -                           -                           793,991$                2,203,862$             2,203,862              -                          -                            
Total General Fund Sources with charter mandated $2,982,308 $0 $0 $0 $1,103,110 $3,404,033 7, 10 3,404,033              -                          -                            
Gap funding from other SF sources $2,545,472 -                           -                           -                           2,094,079$             3,227,137$             11 3,227,137              -                          -                            



Total Operating Sources and GF $7,081,559 $0 $0 $0 $4,063,127 $8,410,672 $6,631,170 $1,779,502 $779,000



OPERATING SOURCES and GF LESS USES ($0) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,056,533 ($4,056,533) ($5,559,933)
Notes:



1



2



3



4 Transit estimates based on 35% mode share;
5 Enforcement time at overtime rates;
6 Estimated transit revenue based on 57% of regular service revenues - equal to other special events. Estimated parking revenue assumes special event zone equivalent to half core, premium zone for AT&T park. 2.75% annual inflation;
7 FY17-18 operating revenue and expense are calculated for half year instead of full year as the Warrior's Areana is projected to be open for events starting January 2017;
8 Opearting cost for mitigation measurer M-TR-2a: areawide wayfinding plan for parking facilities service the Event Center and M-TR-4a additional Muni service to accommodate transit demand;
9



10 General fund sources based on FY2014 $ and inflated to FY2018 $ with 2.75% increase annually except Property Tax with 2.0% ;
11 Any gaps in funding above the baseline in will be addressed by ensuring that additional revenues accrued to the City from this project will be available to the SFMTA to meet the annual operating funding gap had assumed in this plan



Capital Funding source: 1) TIDF is paid at Certificate of Occupancy in FY17-18; 2)Construction related taxes include sales taxes and gross receipts, both of which would be offset from the start of construction and assuming they are distributed 50% in FY16-17, and 50% in FY17-18 assuming construction 



 The proposed plan includes purchasing 4 additional trains and shifting 2 two cars from another route(s) at the end of the PM commute period. This could increase crowding in other parts of the system;
Costs based on FY2014 $ and inflated to FY2018 $ with 3.5% increase annually;
Total estimated 204 events/year for calculating the operating costs and revenue;
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Attachment  B  
Description  of  Services  



Project  Transit  Service  Plan  &  Capital  Improvements  Assumptions  
The  following  summarizes  the  elements  of  the  Project  Description  for  the  Golden  State  Warriors  
Multipurpose  Event  Center  and  Ancillary  Development  Event  Center  &  Mixed  Use  Development  project  
description  related  to  features  of  the  Transit  Service  Plan  (TSP)  and  Event  Management  Strategies  prepared  
by  the  SFMTA.    



Muni  Special  Event  Transit  Service  Plan  
In  addition  to  the  existing  scheduled  transit  service  in  the  project  vicinity,  the  SFMTA  would  provide  
additional  service  to  accommodate  events  at  the  Event  Center.  The  Muni  Special  Event  Transit  Service  Plan  
(TSP)  was  developed  by  the  SFMTA  based  on  the  estimated  number  of  attendees  taking  transit,  their  
origins  and  destinations,  and  arrival  and  departure  patterns,  as  well  as  Muni’s  experience  with  providing  
shuttle  services  for  special  events  (e.g.,  at  Golden  Gate  Park,  during  the  America’s  Cup  and  for  the  49ers  
stadium  at  Candlestick  Park).  The  Muni  Special  Event  Transit  Service  Plan  includes  increasing  light  rail  
service  on  the  T  Third/Central  Subway,  adding  a  3-‐‑car  light  rail  shuttle  that  would  run  along  the  
Embarcadero,  and  three  Special  Event  Muni  Shuttles.  The  three  Muni  Special  Event  Shuttles  are  presented  
in  Figure  1  on  page  4,  and  described  below:  



• Muni  Special  Event  16th  Street  BART  Shuttle  would  run  on  16th  Street  between  the  Event  Center  
and  the  16th  Street  BART  station.  This  shuttle  would  primarily  serve  attendees  originating  from  and  
destined  to  the  East  Bay  and  South  Bay  and  the  Mission  district.  Pre-‐‑event,  the  bus  stop  for  the  16th  
Street  BART  shuttle  would  be  located  on  the  south  side  of  16th  Street  between  Third  and  Illinois  
Streets,  and  post-‐‑event  the  bus  stop  would  be  located  on  the  east  side  of  Illinois  Street  south  of  16th  
Street.  



• Muni  Special  Event  Van  Ness  Avenue  Shuttle  would  run  between  the  Event  Center  and  Fort  
Mason.  The  shuttle  would  run  on  16th  Street,  Mission  Street,  and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  with  limited  
stops  at  key  transfer  locations  (e.g.,  at  Geary  Boulevard  to  connect  with  the  38  Geary  and  38L  Geary  
Limited).  Pre-‐‑event,  the  bus  stop  for  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  shuttle  would  be  located  on  the  south  side  
of  16th  Street  between  Third  and  Illinois  Streets,  and  post-‐‑event  the  bus  stop  would  be  located  on  the  
north  side  of  16th  Street  between  Illinois  Street  and  Terry  A.  Francois  Boulevard.  



• Muni  Special  Event  Transbay  Terminal/Ferry  Building  Shuttle  would  loop  between  the  Event  
Center,  the  new  Transbay  Terminal,  and  the  Ferry  Building  via  Fourth,  King,  Third,  Folsom,  
Fremont,  and  Mission  Streets.  Pre-‐‑event,  the  bus  stop  for  the  Transbay  Terminal/Ferry  Building  
shuttle  would  be  located  on  the  south  side  of  South  Street  between  Third  Street  and  Bridgeview  Way,  
and  post-‐‑event  the  bus  stop  would  be  located  on  the  east  side  of  Third  Street  north  of  South  Street.  



Table  1  on  page  5  presents  the  proposed  service  for  the  T  Third  and  the  Special  Event  Muni  Shuttles  for  
large  events  (over  12,500  attendees),  medium  events  (7,500  to  12,500  attendees),  and  small  events  (less  than  
7,500  attendees).  The  service  plans  are  representative,  and  the  actual  service  that  would  be  provided  would  
be  appropriately  scaled  to  respond  to  the  projected  attendance  level  for  the  event.  For  events  with  more  
than  12,500  attendees  increases  in  T  Third  service  and  the  three  Muni  Special  Event  Shuttles  would  be  
provided,  while  for  events  with  fewer  than  12,500  attendees  increases  in  T  Third  service  and  only  the  Muni  
Special  Event  16th  Street  BART  Station  Shuttle  route  would  be  provided.  
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Transit  Network  Improvements  
To  support  the  operations  of  the  TSP  described  above,  the  elevated  northbound  passenger  platform  at  the  
UCSF/Mission  Bay  light  rail  stop  would  be  extended.  The  existing  northbound  platform  located  in  the  median  
of  Third  Street  north  of  South  Street  would  be  extended  to  the  north  away  from  South  Street  from  160  feet  in  
length  to  320  feet  in  length.  This  extension  would  allow  for  two  2-‐‑car  light  rail  trains  to  simultaneously  board  
or  alight  passengers  along  the  platform  prior  to  or  following  a  large  event  at  the  project  site.  Crossover  tracks  
would  be  constructed  on  Third  Street  near  South  Street  within  the  light  rail  median  to  enable  light  rail  
vehicles  to  move  from  one  set  of  tracks  to  another  to  reverse  travel.  In  addition,  the  existing  painted  median  
area  adjacent  to  the  northbound  track  between  South  and  16th  Streets  would  be  raised  6  inches.  This  
improvement  would  allow  for  staging  of  two,  two-‐‑car  northbound  light  rail  trains.  



Other  Capital  Improvements  
The  TSP  also  includes  three  capital  improvements  to  facilitate  traffic  flow,  including  the  installation  of:  



• closed  circuit  television  (CCTV)  cameras  in  five  locations  with  direct  links  to  the  Transportation  
Management  Center  within  the  arena;  



• variable  message  signs  to  separate  arena,  hospital  and  other  neighborhood  destinations;  and  



• two  new  overhead  traffic  signals  at  Terry  Francois  Boulevard  and  16th  Street  and  Terry  Francois  
Boulevard  and  South  Street.      



Event  Transportation  Management  Strategies  
For  all  events,  a  Parking  Control  Officer  (PCO)  Supervisor  would  be  stationed  within  the  on-‐‑site  Event  
Center  Command  Transportation  Management  Center,  and  would  manage  the  PCOs  assigned  to  the  event.  
The  PCO  Supervisor  would  have  radio  contact  with  the  Field  Supervisor  and  all  PCOs  on  the  street,  and  
phone  contact  with  relevant  city  agencies  and  departments  (Muni,  SFMTA  Signal  Shop,  SFPD,  SFFD),  
transit  operators  (Muni,  BART,  Caltrain)  and  Event  Center  staff  (security,  valet  attendants,  etc.),  and  access  
to  the  aforementioned  CCTV  cameras.    The  number  of  PCOs  will  vary  depending  on  event  size,  but  during  
events  with  more  than  12,500  attendees,  up  to  17  PCOs  would  be  stationed  in  the  project  vicinity,  managing  
vehicular,  transit,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  flows.  The  exact  locations  would  be  determined  by  the  PCO  
Supervisor,  but  it  is  anticipated  that  PCOs  would  be  stationed  at  key  impacted  intersections  pre-‐‑event  
and/or  post-‐‑event,  such  as:  



• Fourth  Street/Channel  Street  
• Third  Street/Channel  Street  
• Terry  A.  Francois  



Boulevard/Mission  Bay  
Boulevard  North  



• Third  Street/Mission  Bay  
Boulevard  South  



• Third  Street/South  Street  



• Bridgeview  Way/South  
Street  



• Terry  A.  Francois  
Boulevard/South  Street  



• Third  Street/16th  Street  
• Owens  Street/16th  Street  
• Illinois  Street/16th  Street  



  



• Terry  A.  Francois  
Boulevard/16th  Street  



• I-‐‑280  northbound  
ramps/Owens  Street/Mariposa  
Street  



• Fourth  Street/Mariposa  Street  
• Third  Street/Mariposa  Street  
• Illinois  Street/Mariposa  Street  



During  large  events,  PCOs  would  also  be  stationed  at  the  light  rail  platforms  to  facilitate  pedestrian  
crossings,  and  to  minimize  conflicts  between  pedestrians,  light  rail,  and  vehicular  traffic.  In  addition,  it  is  
anticipated  that  there  would  be  roving  PCO(s)  in  adjacent  neighborhoods,  as  necessary,  to  monitor  general  
parking  issues  and  respond  to  calls  during  the  events.  Passenger  loading  onto  the  light  rail  vehicles  would  
be  monitored  by  SFMTA  Transit  Fare  Inspectors  (TFI)  and  Passenger  Assistance  Program  Staff,  who  would  
also  be  stationed  at  the  light  rail  platforms.  
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The  PCO  Supervisor  would  also  have  authority  and  discretion  in  how  PCOs  are  deployed,  and  may  adjust  
the  controls  described  below  above  as  conditions  warrant.  Transportation  conditions  during  various-‐‑sized  
events  would  be  monitored  during  the  first  year  of  operations  to  determine  the  appropriate  number  of  
PCOs  and/or  locations  for  the  various  event  types.  
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FIGURE  1  



PROPOSED  PROJECT  MUNI  SPECIAL  EVENT  SHUTTLES  
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TABLE  1  
PRELIMINARY  MUNI  SPECIAL  EVENT  TRANSIT  SERVICE  PLAN  



Special  Event  Serviceb  



Headwaysa  



Pre-‐‑Event   Post-‐‑Event  



Weekday   Weekend   Weekday   Weekend  



For  Large  Events  (12,500  or  more  attendees)c              



T  Third/Central  Subway  with  Special  Event  Shuttles   3   5   4   5  



Muni  Metro  Shuttle  via  The  Embarcadero   -‐‑-‐‑   -‐‑-‐‑   On  demandg   On  demandg  



16th  Street  BART  Station  Shuttle   10   10   7-‐‑8   7-‐‑8  



Van  Ness  Avenue  Shuttle   12   15   On  demandd   On  demandd  



Ferry  Building/Caltrain/Transbay  Terminal  Shuttle   10   8-‐‑9   On  demandd   On  demandd  



For  Medium  Events  (7,500  to  12,500  attendees)              



T  Third/Central  Subway  with  Special  Event  Shuttles   3   5   5   5  



Muni  Metro  Shuttle  via  The  Embarcadero   -‐‑-‐‑   -‐‑-‐‑   On  demandg   On  demandg  



16th  Street  BART  Station  Shuttle   13   13   15   15  



For  Small  Events  (less  than  7,500  attendees)              



T  Third/Central  Subway  with  Special  Event  Shuttles   -‐‑-‐‑   -‐‑-‐‑   On  demandd,e   On  demandd,e  



16th  Street  BART  Station  Shuttle   -‐‑-‐‑   -‐‑-‐‑   On  demandd,f   On  demandd,f  



NOTES:  
a   Headways  between  shuttle  buses  in  minutes.  
b   The  service  plan  by  event  size  is  representative,  and  the  actual  service  that  would  be  provided  would  be  appropriately  scaled  to  



respond  to  the  projected  attendance  level  for  the  event.    
c   Service  plan  for  large  event  presented  for  an  event  with  18,000  attendees.  
d   Post  event,  the  light  rail  or  bus  shuttles  would  depart  as  soon  as  the  vehicles  are  full,  rather  than  operate  on  a  preset  headway.  
e   T  Third/Central  Subway  with  Special  Event  Shuttles  -‐‑  between  three  and  seven  two-‐‑car  trains,  depending  on  attendance  level.  
f   16th  Street  BART  Station  Shuttle  -‐‑  between  one  and  two  shuttle  buses,  depending  on  attendance  levels.  
g   Muni  Metro  Shuttle  via  The  Embarcadero  –  about  three  three-‐‑car  trains.  
  



SOURCE:  SFMTA,  2015  
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 29, 2015, at 5:34 PM, lubaw@lcwconsulting.com wrote:






Thanks all. Here is the FINAL letter with attachments.Paul - this is the outstanding item from the Transportation Admin Record.




<35. SFMTA 15-0515 TSP in the Warriors Project Description with attachments v2.pdf>




Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 29, 2015, at 5:29 PM, Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:

Thanks Erin.  Here is the proforma: Attachment A.  

Adam Van de WaterProject Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Task Status Report: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 9:08:16 AM


Hi Chris,
I spoke to Luba about this yesterday, so I know she's on it.
Joyce
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 6/3/2015 9:05 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


Hi Luba and Jose,
Just checking in on the status of this request.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
 
-----Original Task-----
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Priority: Normal


Status: Not Started
% Complete: 0%
Actual work: 0 hours


Requested by: Kern, Chris (CPC)
 
 
 
------------
From:   Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Sent:   Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:49 AM
To:     lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)


(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
Cc:     Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Subject:        Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
 
I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern
parking lots after publication of the DSEIR, including final number of
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spaces at each location, hours of operation, capital requirements and
completion date(s).  Luba and Jose, before you leave for a well-deserved
vacation, can you put together a list of data needs and associated
timelines to keep us on schedule?
 


Thanks,
 
 
 
Adam Van de Water
 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
 
City Hall Room 448
 
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
 
 
 
 
 
 








From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:42:01 AM


Hi Glenda,
 
Thank you for waiting.   The first ad is correct.  Please publish  the AB 900 (5-page) ad in 12pt font
when published in the paper on Wednesday.
 
The 2 ads DEIR ads are different, there is some different text in bullet 1 of each ad.  Please
publish those separately.
 
Please let me know what else you need.
 
Thank You Glenda
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Monica,
 


The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
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Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 



mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Alternatives and Variant
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:52:31 AM
Attachments: 7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3+ck.docx


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ASEIR 3+SJ.pdf


Here are Sarah’s comments on the Alternatives and Variant chapters (scanned into one pdf) and my
comments on Alternatives. I’ll provide my comments on the Variant shortly.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 	Comment by Chris Kern: Please do a global search and replace for this term throughout the DSEIR.


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis of alternatives. In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of the proposed project are to: 


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or withwith or without an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or withwith or without an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or withwith or without an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or withwith or without an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, included an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts.


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5 identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measure represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. Off-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject to a risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices would mitigate this impact to less than significant. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064-seat capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the league. The proposed 18,064-seat capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certain that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis.


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the most feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are feasible options that would meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.





7. Alternatives





7. Alternatives








OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-1	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 20, 2015May 18, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-14	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 20, 2015May 18, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-13	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 20, 2015May 18, 2015 Subject to Revision


Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,673,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Army Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors















Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives


			Project Objective	Comment by Chris Kern: Revise per comments on Chapter 3.


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would be located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			 7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the proposed project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recduce Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials,. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersections and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)	Comment by Chris Kern: LSM?


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)	Comment by Chris Kern: LSM?


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Intensity Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Intensity Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density AlternativeReduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based on results on of wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require the construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials,. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all of the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure (dolphin), and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, and the San Francisco voters. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.	Comment by Chris Kern: Wouldn’t these impacts be at different locations than the project?


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant but mitigable contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase would be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closestboard Muni light rail at the platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in frontm of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site Alternative location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site Alternative residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.46


			180.07


			6.86


			6.86





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.91


			3.38


			3.38





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			53.43


			270.46


			10.75


			10.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.76


			135.90


			0.98


			0.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.09


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			36.89


			177.72


			1.74


			1.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Off-site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			37


			87


			14


			6.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			40


			0.37


			0.09


			0.09





			Total 


			80


			102


			17


			9.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.8


			16


			2.5


			1.2





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			7.2


			0.07


			0.02


			0.02





			Total


			14


			19


			3.1


			1.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would be required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at the corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of a sea level rise n adaptive managementrisk assessment and adaptation plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


In developing the proposed project, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than those of the project. The alternatives considered and reasons OCII has rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.	Comment by Chris Kern: Same issues at 30-32. Better reasons to reject are that the site is less well served by transit than 30-32 and would otherwise have similar impacts.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 	Comment by Chris Kern: Seems similar in these regards to MB site. Please provide reasons for rejection, such as similar or greater impacts.





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 	Comment by Chris Kern: Seems like Daly City would be happy to entertain such a proposal. Aren’t there other reasons for rejecting this site, such as proximity to transit, and the size of the site (too small)?





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			The technical feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also add (and substantiate) that this site would have similar impacts to the MB site.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


[bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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7. Alternatives 



7.3 Alternatives Analysis 



This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to 



the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the 



alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the 



alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative 



compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same 



environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 



5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives 



is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to 



Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air 



quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of 



the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project. 



7.3.1 Alternative A: No Project 
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to 



allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project 



with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would 



reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved. 



7.3.1.1 Description of the No Project Alternative 



Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to 



San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with 



the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. 



Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option 



to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle 



Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center 



in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by 



the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either 



build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in 



the Bay Area or elsewhere. 



Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime 



location, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the 



foreseeable future. Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would  
remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was 



proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 



29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission 



Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development. 



For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms 



to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a 



maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in 
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7. Alternatives 



Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet 



(gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, 



for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses 



would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall 



office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise 



buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story 



retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-



aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-



and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 



1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided 



amidst the office buildings. 



This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond 



the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development 



would be needed, although OCII would make that final determination as to theneed fo1 ( 
supplemental CEQA environmental review on a project-specific basis. y 



r.LJ \0".. 0c, ü’t 
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7.3.1.2 Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives 



As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight 



project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative 



would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event 



center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this 



alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and 



bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat 



performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for 



the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the 



development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving 



destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustairiability standards, and 



promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and 



other green building technologies. 
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7.3.1.3 Impacts of the No Project Alternative 



The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay 



FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 



applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of 



the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a 



vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the 



development, and the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed 



project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as 



compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is 



referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of 



impacts similar to those of the proposed project. 



The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical 



development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects 



associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, 4, 
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Land Use 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established 



community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing 



character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary 



of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for 



Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use 



impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Aesthetics 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit 



priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 



21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects. 



Population and Housing 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population  
growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace 



substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would 	C, 



be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of 	ç. 



deLvelopment, d could be met by the local and regional labor force.oho 	dbe 
displaced, an housing needs wo 	 in the  
pop ation 	ousing impacts would be less than significant ai no mitigation wo d be required.4 	, - 
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical 



resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, 



assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be 



comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less 



because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed 



project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 



that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and 



foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation 



measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery 



Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, 



would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant 
with mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed 



project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event 



center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would 



be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress 



and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to 



the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be 



provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces 



adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because 



the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and 



paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this 



alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois 



Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and 



Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site. 



Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the 



proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday 



p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative 



would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 



person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer 



person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project 



Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) 



during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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7.3.2.2 Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project 
Objectives 



As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project 



objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of 



the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and 



convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet 



been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives 



related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of 



this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting 



the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of 



adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting 



environmental sustainability. 



7.3.2.3 Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project 



with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the 



development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the 



size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures 



identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts 



of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized 



below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of 



this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project. 



Land Use 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an 



established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon 



the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would 



occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and 



associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in 



character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no 



mitigation would be required. 



Aesthetics 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a 



transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code 



Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant envirori,nental effects. 



A V65P v-° (?6w % V 
Population and Housing 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial 



population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or 



displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and 
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operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross 



square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing 



would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All 



population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Cultural and Paleontological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a 



historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains, 



assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a 



substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated 



to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to 



that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work 



could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation 



Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and 



Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be 



applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with 



mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would 



be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for 



the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle 



parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared 



to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from 



the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed 



project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar 



to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project 



Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle 



improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni 



Special Event Transit Service Plan. 



As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of 



weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for 



the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 



1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the 



proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For 



conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be 



similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game 



scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24). 
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uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Reds 



Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would 



be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 



levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Reds Java House would be relocated 



from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and 



relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code 



requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 



Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing 



structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking 



spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The 



Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock 



on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side. 



Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses  VIA- 



(including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the 	6 
development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall 



Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf 



parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story 	N 



building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, 



hotel and parking uses) above which a 13-story residential tower would be developed in the 	ok 
south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7-story hotel tower in the north portion of the 
Si l- ]1- t-1 li- ct-ri 1 di 1 r 0_n r11  I r1- 	fl o,ri ilI l-c fhe rr rca,l rcidłr1H 11 	 loThieh ot- i 11A /O  Sea 



measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building 



wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium 	 ç.. 
building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would 	 ,’o) 
incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple 	0> I



if 
ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle 



pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 	- 



vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330. 	 S 



Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed 
riUb project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event 	 çL 



center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses. 	 . 
c 
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vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures 



to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management 



plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the 



proposed project. 



This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the 



significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground 



disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect 



unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-



CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure 



M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative 
and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north 



of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison 



of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, 



the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted 



for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 



2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site 



Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include 



about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 



hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an 



event center for the proposed project). 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that 



would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, 



minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle 



access to the site. 



Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on 



Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330. Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed 



event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-



site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 



330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero 



between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 



Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple 



transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be 



less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the 



weekday p.m. peak hour, the to mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event 



center, residential, hotel, retail//estaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site 



Alternative, compared to 43 p  cent for the roposed project, and for the post-game late evening �j 
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peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, 



compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details. 



As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of 



weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site 



Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would 



generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project 



(i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the 



Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer 



person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to 



the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and 



impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management 



Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this 



alternative. 



Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed 



project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative 



would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project 



(i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site 



Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project 



(i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No 



Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus 



Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, 



respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater 



proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at 



LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, 



compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday 



evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study 



intersections for the proposed project. 



During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would 



result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to 



LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F 



conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one 



intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site 



Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing 



LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared 



to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak 



hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one 



intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game 



scenario. 
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During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on 



portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on 



portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow 



on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday 



(10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the 



afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 



Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a 



mariner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the 



shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance 	5) 



of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 	 rS 	1’ 



ojI touL 
Recreation  



Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not "
CL 



substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or 	 !yy(* I)  



expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to 610-  



A that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational 



demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and 



nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and 	" 
open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 	



( 
,-( 



Utilities and Service Systems 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment 



facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced 



gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment 



facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not 



require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate 



capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described 



in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently 



being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the 



stormwater drainage from the project site. 



However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could 



be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction 



or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this 



alternative would not cause the SFPUCs combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment 



requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall 



Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than 
significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that 



was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded 



wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the 
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SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the projects wastewater 



demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially 



less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed 



project. 



Public Services 



Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed 



project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased 



demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street 



maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the 



construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the 



Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation 



would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the 



proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School 



Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. 



Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, 



library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be 



required. 



Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and 



operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the 



need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency 



medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in 



comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase 



in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of 



the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. 



The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San 



Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed 



development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in 



SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as 



part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event 



sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical 



personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical 



assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response 



providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site 



Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically 



altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the 



San Francisco Police Departments (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new 



Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to 



the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased 



police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and 



provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other 
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7.4 Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally 
Superior Alternative 



The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the 



proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the "no project" alternative would 



be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 



superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 



As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less 



severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative 



would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event 



center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines 



Section 15126.6[3] the "no project" alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally 



superior alternative. 	 ç(Oyv1t 	 a- 



Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve the basic project objectives. 



The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental 



impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of 



the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-



site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and 



substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the 



proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and 



unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 



Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally 



superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, 



which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially 



lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with 



mitigation to less than significant. 



Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed 



project. 
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7.5 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 



In developing the proposed project, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well 



as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the 



assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential 



strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed 



project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed 



project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible 



or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than those of the project. The alternatives 



considered and reasons OCII has rejected them from further analysis are described below. 



7.5.1 Alternative Identified During Scoping 
During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider 



alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified 



site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. 



This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and 



analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, 



Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an 



event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from that 



scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project. 



7.5.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 
The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and 



mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed 



preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. 



These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero 



Power Plant Site. 



Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. 



Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to 



construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered 



these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, 



and OC1Is reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27. 
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TABLE 7-27 



ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 



Alternative Concept Location/Description Reason for Rejection 



Pier 50 Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a 



20-acre site on the Bay has four existing public trust easement. Construction of an event center 



shed structures. Current uses include at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural 



harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant 
and the Port’s maintenance facility, in-water construction impacts on water quality and 



biological resources. Site suitability is unknown. 	…j,\ 



Pier 80 or India Basin Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a 



Area Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar public trust easement. Construction of an event 



Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s center at Pier 80 would displace maritime- 



Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview- dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that 



Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a are not available or feasible elsewhere in San 
69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 



Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls 



operated by Metropolitan Stevedore for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In 



Company (Metro Ports). addition, the event center would require seismic and 
structural upgrades to the pier, which would result 
in significant in-water construction impacts on water 
quality and biological resources. 



Candlestick Point and Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard 



Hunters Point Shipyard Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a 



along the southeastern waterfront of San major mixed-use project including open space, 
Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and 
Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 neighborhood retail) uses, research and 



acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS development, artist space, a marina, new 



Phase II). Both areas are under the infrastructure, cor munity uses, and 	terainment 



of the San of ,)jurisdiction venues. 	 A S 



 Community 	stme 
 



("OCII"), successor agency to the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 



Schlage Lock site About 20-acre now-vacant former The site is within the Visitacion Valley 
industrial site wedged between the Redevelopment project area and is programmed for 



residential neighborhoods of Visitacion mixed-use development, including approximately 



Valley and Little Hollywood along the 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would 



City’s southern border; former site of not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or 



Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site 
considered a brownfield site with for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 



contaminated soil and groundwater location. 
identified at the site, but with an approved 
Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic 
site with historic resources. 



Bill Graham Civic Existing multi-purpose arena located in the The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate 



Auditorium Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, the event center and would fail to meet most of the 
former home of the Golden State Warriors project objectives. 



from 1964 to 1966 



The Presidio The Presidio is a park and former military Even if a site were available and desirable for an 



base on the northern tip of the San event center, development at the Presidio would 
Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and require approval by the National Park Service. 



is part of the Golden Gate National Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit 



Recreation Area. and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the 
Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological 
resources. The site would also fail to meet most of 
the project objectives. 



Th 



AV 



4L 
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Alternative Concept Location/Description Reason for Rejection 



Cow Palace Existing multi-purpose venue located in Development at a location outside the Cit would 
fai to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Daly City, just south of the City border and 



Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which  Palace site is�~�it7in� tHe� C~Ty--or5-al� y�City,s 



currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not 
show, and dog show reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise 



have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of 
pursuing such alternative location. 	c 0 



On top of the new Downtown San Francisco The technical feasibility of this concept4 doubtful, 
Transbay Terminal given that this concept is not part o7lhe design and 



approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the 
development of an event center on top of another 
structure were to be technically feasible, the project 
sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, 
control, or otherwise have access to this site for the 
purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 



Land beneath the The Planning Department received This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the 
northern section of funding from the San Francisco County project sponsor would not reasonably be able to 
Highway 280 should it be Transportation Authority to produce a acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site 
demolished (King Street technical study of development on the for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 
Caltrain yard and 4th/King railyards, including explorations location. 
railroad right-of-way of the potential physical and economic 
north of the Mariposa feasibility for such development as well as 
exit) revenue potential to help fund rail 



infrastructure such as the Caltrain 
Extension to downtown. 



This study, which was initiated in mid- 
2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was 
intended to be a launching point to inform 
future detailed analysis that can take place 
once the ultimate configuration of the 
railyards is more certain. Caltrain is 
currently engaged in planning for 
electrification of its service and both 
Caltrain and the California High Speed 
Rail Authority are engaged in planning for 
the implementation of a blended rail 
service on the Peninsula and into San 
Francisco. As such, this development study 
was a high-level initial technical analysis 
based on information published and 
known to date about the future 
configuration of the approximately 19-acre 
railyards. 
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7.5.2.1 Event Center at Seawall Lot 337 



The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking 



facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the 



northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general 



location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of 



Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. 



Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 



This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and 



parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-



acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of 



adjacent uses�such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses�by a 



different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which 



a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 



2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design 



envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 



Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large 



part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise 



have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall 



Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify 



for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed 



development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the 



entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project�



Mission Rock �by a different project sponsor. 



7.5.2.2 Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 



The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking 



facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along 



Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been 



located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. 



Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, 



although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, 



reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a 



loading dock. 



This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and 



parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former 



Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses - such as 



retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses�by a different project sponsor. 



This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly 



adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of 



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97 	 7-109 	 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E 



	



	 at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 
Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015�Subject to Revision 











8. Third Street Plaza Variant 



A - 



vcvt 	 OVA 
Existing Wind Hazard Conditions. Under existing conditions, the wind hazard criterion ist’ ifYP 



j 
exceeded at seven test locations on public walkways in the project vicinity. Currently, five test 



locations with wind hazards occur along 16th Street at test points adjacent to, across the street from, 



or upwind of the project site, one wind hazard location occurs along Gene Friend Way upwind of 



the project site, and one wind hazard location occurs on South Street adjacent to the project site. The 



total duration of the existing wind hazards at the seven locations on public walkways in the project 



vicinity is 106 hours per year, with 101 of those hours occurring at the five test points along 16th 
Street. 



Existing-Plus-Variant Wind Hazard Conditions at Off-site Public Use Areas. Development of 
the variant would alter wind speeds among individual study test points at off-site public 



walkways. Under existing-plus-variant conditions, the total net number of off-site study test 



points at which wind speed would exceed the wind hazard criterion would be reduced from 



seven to five. There would also be a net decrease in the total duration of wind hazards on the off-



site public walkways in the variant vicinity, decreasing from 106 hours per year under existing 



conditions to 92 hours per year under existing-plus-variant conditions (a decrease of 14 hours). 



When considering individual wind test points, the variant would result in the following changes 



to the wind environment in the variant vicinity compared to existing conditions (see Figure 8-2 
for test point locations): 



� 	Create new exceedances of the wind hazard criterion at two test points: at the southeast 
corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 6: 22 hours per year); and on the north 
side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way across from the project site 
(Test Point No. 50: 3 hours per year); 



� 	Increase the duration of two existing wind hazard exceedances: at the southeast corner of 
16th Street and Illinois Street (Test Point No. 99: 9 hour increase per year); and at the 
southwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 106: 2 hour increase per 
year); 



� 	Decrease the duration of one existing wind hazard: on 16th Street between Third and Fourth 
Streets (Test Point No. 105: 27 hour decrease per year) and 



� 	Eliminate four existing exceedances of the wind hazard criterion: at the northwest corner of 
Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 1: 13 hours eliminated per year); at the northeast 
corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 7: 6 hours eliminated per year); on 
South Street adjacent to the site (Test Point No. 54: 3 hours eliminated per year); and on 
Gene Friend Way adjacent to UCSF Hearst Tower (Test Point No. 103: 1 hour eliminated 
per year). 



It should be noted that the wind test results indicate that under existing-plus-variant conditions, 



no wind hazard exceedances would occur on public walkways located on the east side of the 



project site. Furthermore, it can also be inferred from the wind test data that the variant would 



not cause a new wind hazard within the planned Bayfront Park. 



In summary, the variant would result in a net decrease in the total duration of the wind hazard 



exceedance at off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity. Consequently, the variant would 
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8. Third Street Plaza Variant 



not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, 



the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Mitigation: Not required. 



Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, under Summary of Impacts in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the 



Mission Bay FSEIR reported that proposed buildings 100 feet or higher could generate 



pedestrian-level wind effects, including increased wind speeds and turbulence. The Mission Bay 



FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure D.7, which required wind 



review, including wind tunnel testing, of proposed structures over 100 feet in height, and 



provided for design-specific analysis of wind hazards and a basis to incorporate design 



modifications to reduce significant wind hazards, that Mission Bay plan wind impacts would be 



less than significant. 



Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for 



Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for the 



variant. As discussed above, variant wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas are determined 



be less than significant. As a result, the variant would not result in a substantially more severe 



significant wind impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 



Supplemental Information - Variant Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible 



Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use 



The variant would include a variety of privately-owned, publically accessible on-site plazas and 



exterior walkways that would be located throughout and at varying elevations on the variant site. 



These proposed publically accessible areas on the variant site would experience wind effects 



resulting from proposed on-site development and surrounding off-site development in the project 



vicinity. On-site publically accessible areas that may be subject to periods of high pedestrian use, 



particularly prior to and following games/events at the event center, include the following: 



� 	Main Lower Plaza (0 feet el.), Main Upper Plaza (10 feet el.) and Approaches: This area includes 
the Main Lower Plaza, the elevated Main Upper Plaza and adjacent on-site pedestrian 
approaches from Third Street. The primary entrance to the event center is accessed via 
these plazas. 



� 	Event Center North Side Pedestrian Path (10 to 26 feet el.): This proposed walkway would 
serve as the primary pedestrian pathway around the north side of the event center, and 
would connect the Third Street Plaza with the bayfront overlook. 



� 	Event Center Southwest Side Pedestrian Path (0 to 12 feet el.): This proposed walkway would 
provide pedestrian access around the southwest side of the event center, and provide 
access between 16th Street and the Third Street Plaza. 



� 	Southeast Plaza (0 feet el.): This proposed ground-level plaza would be located in the southeast 
corner of the project site. The secondary entrance to the event center is via this plaza. 
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Cc: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Sekhri, Neil;


David Kelly; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:56:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.24_Helipad_Lighting_Revised_Mit_V2.docx


Please see attached for GSW redline of Impact TR-9d and associated mit M-TR-9d (Event Center
Exterior Lighting Plan). We’ll wait on your review and OK.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);
WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
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Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and green roofs and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings, would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing from the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting





Routine lighting:


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building- or pole pole-mounted that areand shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Specialized lighting:


The event center and/or cCertain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights, klieg lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· projection lighting


· fireworks


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, Based on these facts, the use of certain specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely have an undue adverse impact on helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed] and OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid prohibit the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict prohibit the use of outdoor lasers directed upward, and laser light shows, that have not been subject to prior review by the FAAOCII (or its designated representative) in consultation with [insert info about SFO airports group as discussed]


· avoid outdoor fireworks proximate to flight paths unless (1) the SFFD approves the proposed use of fireworks, and (2) notice of the event is provided to UCSF


· avoid the use of light configurations similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area 


· locate primary outdoor lighted displays and television/lighted screens away from the project property line at 16th Street, South Street, or Third Street, where feasible


· advance notification and coordination of other planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight 



operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  



A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this 



analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event 



center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and 



green roofs and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain 



interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-



generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding 



roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the 



Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for 



the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis 



provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior 



lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations. 



Mixed-Uses Lighting 



In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on 



the site, including the office and retail buildings, would be typical of other mixed-use developments in 



the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting 



intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with 



non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be 



noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or 



departing from the UCSF helipad. 
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Routine lighting: 



Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night 



games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to 



illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like 



sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be 



typically building- or pole-mounted and shielded to direct light downward, or may include muted 



embedded pavement or stair lighting that would not emit bright light past ground level. Outdoor lighted 



signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these 



common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with 



the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a 



significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad. 
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To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: FW: Warriors Hydro Edits
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:39:28 PM


Thanks for coordinating this Chris. The Climate Adaptation Working Group is described online at
http://www.sfenvironment.org/article/climate-change/adaptation. Either we can go without a date
of formation, or possibly contact the Department of the Environment to get the date. Which do you
prefer? I’ll add the dates for the Mayor’s committees.
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Behar, David [mailto:DBehar@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris
Cc: Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Hydro Edits
 
Hi Chris,
See below for answers.
David
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:15 AM
To: Behar, David
Cc: Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: FW: Warriors Hydro Edits
 
Hi David,
Can you help with this?


·         What year was the City’s inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group formed?
I am not familiar with this entity.  If this is intending to refer to the entity called
“SFAdapt,” it would be difficult to pin down that date and potentially complicated to cite
since it didn’t end up actually doing anything and as far as I know no longer exists.  If it’s
referring to something else, I’m just not placing it. Do you know where the original
reference came from?


 
·         What month (of this year) did the Mayor form the new SLR Coordinating and Technical


committees?
The Sea Level Rise Technical Committee was formed at the behest of the Mayor in August
2013.  The Sea Level Rise Coordinating Committee was created via a memo from the Mayor in
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Feb 2015.
 
Thanks!
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 11:07 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: Warriors Hydro Edits
 
Hi Chris,
 
In the Warriors hydro section you wanted me to add the dates related to two  City sea level rise
initiatives. I have searched the web and cannot find the dates. If this is critical information, could
you please provide the dates? If not,  I can revise the text to exclude the dates. Here are the places
where I need input:
 
On p. 5.9-19 (not sure of the original page number, but the heading I’m including helps find the
text), you wanted me to add the date that the City convened their Climate Adaptation Working
Group.
 


Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco
In YEAR, the City  convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways
to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise.
 
On the same page, your also added text about two additional committees formed by the Mayor and
asked us to include the month that the committees were formed, but I can’t even find these
discussed on the web so I can’t add that info.
 
In MONTH, 2015, Mayor Edwin M. Lee established two interdepartmental committees to manage
the City’s efforts on addressing sea level rise: the Sea Level Rise (SLR) Coordinating and SLR
Technical Committees.
 
 
Thanks,
 
Mary
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Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com
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From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:33:48 AM


Got it all…Thanks Brett.
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:28 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Subject: Re: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Also, the AB 900 (5-page) ad needs to be in 12pt font when published in the paper on
Wednesday. Thanks.


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:41 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Brett,
 
Please see email from Glenda below regarding ads for publication.  Please let me know what to do.
 
Thanks,
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Monica,
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The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Michael Keinath; Catherine Mukai; Paul Mitchell; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: Re: UCSF comments on alternatives, AQ issues
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 9:40:34 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.png


ATT00002.png
ATT00003.png
ATT00004.png
ATT00005.png


Jessica,
Thank you so much for the detailed and thoughtful explanation, plus the added
footnote is perfect.  We are planning to send you the updated revised AQ section,
AQ sections of the Alternatives, and Appendices for your review by noon today. 


Chris, 
How shall we handle the direct response to this specific UCSF comment? As
discussed at one of our work session, we are preparing "short and sweet" responses
to each of their comments.


Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/27/2015 9:54 AM, Range, Jessica (CPC) wrote:


Joyce,
 
UCSF is correct in that we are not using the quantitative BAAQMD thresholds for health
risks, but rather we are using thresholds developed as part of a Community Risk
Reduction Plan (developed with BAAQMD staff), which is an acceptable alternative to
their quantitative thresholds. So we are using their CEQA guidance. I have added a
sentence and a footnote to this effect on page 5.4-27 of the attached document.  I
don’t think there is anything else we should add to the EIR at this point and if they do
submit comments, we should respond accordingly in the RTC. We haven’t specifically
come out and said that these thresholds relate to the CRRP, until now (with added
sentence), because we don’t have a final CRRP, but all the technical documentation for
one has been completed.
 
One of the main reasons we don’t use the BAAQMD thresholds for health risk is in part
because the thresholds are problematic, but I don’t really want to make that point in
our document or in the RTC (e.g., a sensitive receptor can be exposed to higher
cumulative levels of cancer risk from multiple sources under 10/million than a receptor
that is exposed to one or a few sources just above 10/million).
 
Again, the thresholds we use were developed as part of a Community Risk Reduction
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Plan whereby the City and BAAQMD modeled all known sources to develop a
comprehensive model of existing cumulative health risks. This allows for a more
comprehensive analysis of a sensitive receptor’s exposure to air pollution than the
BAAQMD’s quantitative approach. The criteria for being within the APEZ were
developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff, so they have approved of the standards
we are using (though this is with a different division than the division that comments
on CEQA documents). The rationale-or the substantial evidence- for these standards
are discussed in detail in the Setting and Approach to Analysis sections and so long as
we have developed substantial evidence to support our approach, I think we are on
good standing. The main difference is that BAAQMD’s approach looks at individual
source contributions without considering the total health risk a sensitive receptor
experiences.  Our approach is does just this.
 
Hope this helps,
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November
2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


               
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 6:40 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Michael Keinath; Catherine Mukai; Paul Mitchell
Subject: UCSF comments on alternatives, AQ issues
 
Hi Jessica,
We just received some comments from UCSF, and it includes a couple of AQ
questions that we need your help:


3.        At page 7-35, the EIR uses 100 per million as the lifetime excess cancer risk at off-site
receptors rather than 10 per million.


5.        Table 7-17 uses the 10 per million threshold for PM2.5 emissions for an annual
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average.


Both Michael and Catherine at ENVIRON think that UCSF might have concern
because the City thresholds are not the same as the BAAQMD thresholds.  Can
please let us know how to respond to UCSF's concern, including any additional
text needed in the SEIR?


T    Thanks,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the Warriors [4 Attachments]
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:05:26 PM


[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lawrence Stokus <lvstokus@att.net>
Subject: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the Warriors
Date: May 26, 2015 at 9:03:40 PM PDT
To: SaveTheSanFranciscoWaterfront@yahoogroups.com


SF Chronicle:  Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the Warriors
-------------------------------------


Digital Link:


http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/nevius/article/Goal-of-group-opposing-arena-is-to-bedevil-the-6287721.php


-------------------------------------


Analog JPEG:
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From: Glenda Sobrique
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:35:49 AM
Attachments: AB 900 06_03_2015.docx


DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06_03_2015.doc
DSEIR Ad Friday 06_05_2015.doc


Importance: High


Good Morning Monica,
 


The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400






EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair Miguel Bustos Marily Mondejar Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director














PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)


Date:	June 2, 2015





Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department: 2014.1441E Certification:	Governor – April 30, 2015


Joint Legislative Budget Committee – June 1, 2015


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay


Blocks 29-32





Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s


Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres





Project Sponsor  GSW Arena LLC David Kelly


(510) 986-2200


dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII





Staff Contact:	Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 sally.oerth@sfgov.org








THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.





PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC


Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3]


(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.)





Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of


2011





§21178.


The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:


(a)   The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state


that rate exceeds 13 percent.


(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of


the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.


(c)   The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts.


(d)  There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace


old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions.


(e)   These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer financing.


(f)	These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating.


(g)  These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project.


(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects in the United States.


(i)	The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the


California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above


for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.





§21180.


For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:


(a)   "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.


(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following:


(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use


project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity,


and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion.


(3)  A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean alternative fuel vehicles.


(c)   "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or


customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.





§21181.


This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an


environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this


chapter prior to January 1, 2016.





§21182.


A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification


that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall


supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the


application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter.





§21183.


The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the


following conditions are met:


(a)   The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars


($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.


(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages


and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce


unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that


all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the


general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.


(c)   The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air


Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.


(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental


mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.


(e)   The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of


Section 21185.


(f)	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the


project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a


form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project.





§21184.


(a)   The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies


with the conditions specified in Section 21183.


(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the


conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to


judicial review.


(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence.


(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget


Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination.


(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified.


(c)   The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing


with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code).





§21185.


On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures


applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the


certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development


project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.





§21186.


Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a


leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner:


(a)   The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this


division concurrently with the administrative process.


(b)  All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and


be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with


the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report.


(c)    The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.


(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five


business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.


(e)   The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily


accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily


accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt.


(f)	Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic


format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format


and make it available to the public in that format.


(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the


lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are


not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-


protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an


electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report,





or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of the project.


(i)	Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court.


Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall


file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief.


(j)	The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section


21167.6.





§21187.


Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project


pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no


less than 12-point type stating the following:





“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”





The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092.





§21188.


The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is


held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.





§21189.


Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of


any party to comply with this division.





§21189.1.


If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor


pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid.





§21189.2.


The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.





§21189.3


This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a
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OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) will be published by OCII on June 5, 2015 in connection with this project. A copy of the report will be available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems.


3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 1.doc


Updated 8/7/14







OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) has been prepared by OCII in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems..



3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 2.doc
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Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 



mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org






From: Karen Lancelle
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Danielle Dowler
Subject: GSW AB 900 files
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:29:00 PM


Hello,
 
Please find the AB 900 files, split into two folders due to file size, at the two links below. Each link is
to a zipped folder containing a portion of the AB 900 record as well as the index of the files. As long
as the index and the subfolders (such as “Draft SEIR References” and “AB 900 Documents”) are at
the same level in the same parent directory, the links in the index will work.
 
AB900_Files_1.zip


AB900_Files_2 (2).zip


 
Please let us know if you have any trouble downloading the materials. The links in this email will
work for 14 days.
 
Regards,
 
Karen Lancelle
Associate
ESA | Water
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612
510.839.5066 main | 510.839.5825 fax
klancelle@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 



mailto:KLancelle@esassoc.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:DDowler@esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=2I2M58224q5DkTe54Fva&strFile=09C76uJ6PXZ0wJ652883&strRecipient=klancelle@esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=fo83f957uT85L5144rT7&strFile=REl3z6R1qs9F5V538HhU&strRecipient=klancelle@esassoc.com

mailto:klancelle@esassoc.com

file:////c/www.esassoc.com

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?ref=sgm#!/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?v=wall

https://twitter.com/esassoc

https://www.linkedin.com/company/28977?trk=tyah&trkInfo=tarId%3A1414598228571%2Ctas%3Aenvironmental%20science%2Cidx%3A3-1-6






From: Glenda Sobrique
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:06:23 AM


Thank you so much for clarifying.
 
Will do.
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hi Glenda,
 
Thank you for waiting.   The first ad is correct.  Please publish  the AB 900 (5-page) ad in 12pt font
when published in the paper on Wednesday.
 
The 2 ads DEIR ads are different, there is some different text in bullet 1 of each ad.  Please
publish those separately.
 
Please let me know what else you need.
 
Thank You Glenda
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Monica,
 



mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com

mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com





The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 



mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Joyce
Subject: RE: Draft NOA with ESA edits
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 1:42:02 PM
Attachments: DSEIR NOA.docx


Attached is the Final NOA.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 1:30 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Joyce
Subject: RE: Draft NOA with ESA edits
 
Hi all,
The NOA provides both Brett’s email address and the warriors@sfgov.org address for comments on
the DSEIR, but it seems like we should provide only one email address for comments. I suggest we
use the warriors@sfgov.org address.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 1:11 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: RE: Draft NOA with ESA edits
 
Brett:
 
Attached is an additionally edited version of the NOA (I included a track-change and final version)
 
We need to start printing this asap, so please let me know 2:00 p.m. if you/Chris are ok with the
changes.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 12:57 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Draft NOA with ESA edits
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:DDowler@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:warriors@sfgov.org

mailto:warriors@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com






                                                         	     EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair


Miguel Bustos


Marily Mondejar


Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


 (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400












			NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING


AND AVAILABILITY OF A 


DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


Hearing Date:	Tuesday June 30, 2015


Time:	Not before 1:00 PM or later


Location:	City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416


Case Type:	Environmental (Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report)


Hearing Body:	Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure Commission





			PROPERTY INFORMATION


			APPLICATION INFORMATION





			Project Title: 	Event Center & Mixed-Use Development 	at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Cross Street(s):	Third & 16th th Streets


Block /Lot No.:	8722/001 & 008 Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Zoning District: 	Zoning District: 	MB-RA; Height Zone 5


Plan Area: 	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan


			Case No.:	OCII: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Dept.: 2014.1441E


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC


David Kelly


Telephone:	(510) 986-2200


E-Mail:	dkelly@warriors.com





			PROJECT DESCRIPTION





			A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) has been prepared by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) in connection with this project.


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and parking on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. 


DRAFT SEIR: The Draft SEIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would lead to significant, unavoidable project-level and/or cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, wind, and utilities and service systems. The Draft SEIR is available on the OCII's website at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=61 or the Planning Department’s website at http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs.


DRAFT SEIR: The Draft SEIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would lead to significant unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, wind, and utilities and service systems. The Draft SEIR including a detailed project description is available for public review and comment on the Planning Department’s website at  HYPERLINK "http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs" http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs


The purpose of the public hearing is for the OCII Commission and staff to receive comments on the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The OCII Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action on the project at this hearing. Certification of the Final SEIR will take place at a later hearing. Contact the planner below if you wish to be on the mailing list for future notices.


Public comments on the Draft SEIR will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015





			FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE Draft DRAFT SEIR, PLEASE CONTACT:


Planner:  Brett Bollinger   Telephone:  (415) 575-9024	E-Mail: brett.bollingerwarriors@sfgov.org





			GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES





			Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the OCII or its Commission. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.


CDs and paper copies of the Draft SEIR are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue 5th Floor, San Francisco, at the San Francisco Main Library at 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, and at the San Francisco Library, Mission Bay Branch at 960 4th Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials relevant to the Draft SEIR are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at , as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. 


Written comments should be addressed to Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses to Comment (RTC) document.CDs and paper copies of the Draft SEIR are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street San Francisco and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue 5th Floor San Francisco. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. Written comments should be addressed to Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses to Comment (RTC) document.
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Thanks, Brett.  I have made a few additional edits/clarifications, and we will be sending you another
"final" version for approval shortly.


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 6/1/2015 11:31 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:


I accepted your changes and did some formatting. This should be the final.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Draft NOA with ESA edits
 
Brett:
 
Please see my recommended edits to draft NOA, and let me know whether there are
any final changes.
 
Thanks
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: Admin Record Emails/NOA
 
I got your voicemail. I'm at a doctors appointment but will be back to the office around
11 and will send you the control notice then. The newspaper will send me a
confirmation today for the AB900 notice. 


On Jun 1, 2015, at 9:38 AM, Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com> wrote:


Brett:
 
I have a call into you; please give me a call when you get a chance;
thanks.
 
-Paul
 



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 7:47 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Admin Record Emails/NOA
 
I used ESA Deliver It to send over the emails. Attached is the draft NOA.
Take a look and make sure the info is correct. Thanks.


 



mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org






From: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
Subject: CNS:Documents for Reference No: Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E (June 5, 2015 Connection),


OrderNo: 2758442
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:26:05 AM
Attachments: de2150ad-2cf4-4ed4-b6c1-5175935f124a.pdf
Importance: High


                                               
Attached are the following documents: Copy of Notice


Thank you.


Glenda_Sobrique


                                               



mailto:glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
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CALIFORNIA  NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU



EXM



D A I L Y  J O U R N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N



To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the
last date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):



Daily Journal Corporation
Serving your legal advertising needs throughout California. Call your local



Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
Telephone (213) 229-5300 / Fax (213) 229-5481



Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM



VIRNALIZA BYRD
CCSF PLANNING DEPT
1650 MISSION ST #400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103



GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE



Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E (June 5,



06/03/2015



Publication



NetTotal



$333.75



$300.37



BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE (951) 784-0111



DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES (213) 229-5300



LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES (213) 229-5300



ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA (714) 543-2027



SAN DIEGO COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO (619) 232-3486



SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO (800) 640-4829
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THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND (510) 272-4747



Notice Type: 



Ad Description



COPY OF NOTICE



2758442



!A000003777525!



The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive
an invoice.



OFFICE OF COMMUNITY
INVESTMENT AND



INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)
ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW NOTICE



Notice is hereby given to
the general public of the
following actions under
the Environmental Review
Process. Review of the
documents concerning
these projects can be
arranged by calling (415)
575-9024 and asking for
the staff person indicated.



OCII COMMISSION
NOTICE OF HEARING ON



DRAFT SUBSEQUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT



REPORT FOR
THE FOLLOWING



Event Center and Mixed-
Use Development at



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
OCII Case No.:
ER 2014-919-97



Planning Department
Case No.: 2014.1441E



Notice is hereby given to the
general public as follows:
1) A Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR) will be published by
OCII on June 5, 2015 in
connection with this project.
A copy of the report will be
available for public review
and comment online at
http://sf-
planning.org/sfceqadocs.
CDs and paper copies are
also available at the
Planning Information Center
(PIC) at 1660 Mission Street,
1st Floor and a paper copy
can be reviewed at OCII at 1
South Van Ness Avenue, 5th



Floor. Referenced materials
are available for review at
the Planning Department's
office at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case
File No. 2014.1441E.
2) The DEIR found that
implementation of the project
would result in the following
significant environmental
effects that could not be
mitigated to a less than
significant level: Transporta-
tion & Circulation, Noise, Air
Quality, Wind, and Utility &
Service Systems.
3) A public hearing on this
DEIR and other matters will
be held by the OCII
Commission on Tuesday,
June 30, 2015 in City Hall,
Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San
Francisco beginning at 1:00
p.m. or later.
4) Public comments will be
accepted from June 5, 2015
to 5:00 p.m. on July 20,
2015. Written comments
should be addressed to: Mail
written comments to OCII c/o
Brett Bollinger, San
Francisco Planning Depart-
ment, 1650 Mission Street,



Suite 400, San Francisco,
CA 94103 or by email to
warriors@sfgov.org.
Comments received at the
public hearing and in writing
will be responded to in a
Comments and Responses
document.













From: Karen Lancelle
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Danielle Dowler
Subject: GSW AB 900 files
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:29:00 PM


Hello,
 
Please find the AB 900 files, split into two folders due to file size, at the two links below. Each link is
to a zipped folder containing a portion of the AB 900 record as well as the index of the files. As long
as the index and the subfolders (such as “Draft SEIR References” and “AB 900 Documents”) are at
the same level in the same parent directory, the links in the index will work.
 
AB900_Files_1.zip


AB900_Files_2 (2).zip


 
Please let us know if you have any trouble downloading the materials. The links in this email will
work for 14 days.
 
Regards,
 
Karen Lancelle
Associate
ESA | Water
350 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94612
510.839.5066 main | 510.839.5825 fax
klancelle@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 



mailto:KLancelle@esassoc.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:DDowler@esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=2I2M58224q5DkTe54Fva&strFile=09C76uJ6PXZ0wJ652883&strRecipient=klancelle@esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=fo83f957uT85L5144rT7&strFile=REl3z6R1qs9F5V538HhU&strRecipient=klancelle@esassoc.com

mailto:klancelle@esassoc.com

file:////c/www.esassoc.com

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?ref=sgm#!/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?v=wall

https://twitter.com/esassoc

https://www.linkedin.com/company/28977?trk=tyah&trkInfo=tarId%3A1414598228571%2Ctas%3Aenvironmental%20science%2Cidx%3A3-1-6






From: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: ESA DeliverIt
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:11:44 AM


Good morning
 
Hope you guys are holding up under pressure.  Thank you for the opportunity to review the
Alternatives section.  I reviewed only the Off-Site Alternative.  As usual, ESA/Orion have done an
impeccable job to facilitate review and understanding.  I do have a few questions and comments that
relate to analysis and conclusion of this being the environmentally superior alternative. 
 


1)     The alternative description does not explain the difference in the construction period for Pier 30-
32.  While biological resources section, p.7-76 discloses 32 months construction stretched over 4
years, vs. the 26 months total for project, it is explained only in part on p.7-67, and sounds like
it’s 32 months total construction period.  It would seem this difference also should be somehow
acknowledged in the 7.3.3.4 Conclusions, as it would relate to the unknowns about financial
feasibility of this alternative.   


 
2)     There is no reference to the public trust requirements of Pier 30-32. Even though Port got State


legislation to allow flexibility for 30-32, the exclusion of the SFFD station would be a change that
affects BCDC and State Lands assessment and ultimate trust determinations.  Obviously, we
don’t know the rubric for this but it would seem that, like the financial feasiblility issues, EIR
should acknowledge that this also is an unknown.
 


3)     Is the conclusion of better transportation effects of Off-Site based pretty much on lesser Muni
impacts?  Otherwise, it appears that all other transportation effects are similar. 
 


4)     My read is that Off-Site vs. Project are more comparable than Off-Site is environmentally better. 
If the main benefit is reduction in significant impacts on Muni transit (I admit I may have
missed other sig impact differences), then stacking it against bio fish/marine mammal impacts,
financial feasiblity and public trust consistency raises the question of whether more discussion
should be provided to explain why it is included as an alternative.  
 


As usual, the document is so clean and well-presented, and my hats off to you all.  Don’t mean to be
difficult, just hoping this helps to make the document even more bullet-proof.  Good luck on the screen
check.
 
Diane
 
Diane Oshima
Assistant Director, Waterfront Planning
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco, CA  94111



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=A72A14D560D541DA823696E882FDCF3C-DIANE OSHIMA

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org





415.274.0553
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:48 PM
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
Subject: FW: ESA DeliverIt
 
So sorry to bring this project back into your life. We would appreciate you providing comments on
the Alternatives section, specifically the Pier 30-32 offsite alternative, and provide comments no


later than 9am Tuesday May 26th. Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
From: pmitchell@esassoc.com [mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:48 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: ESA DeliverIt
 


Paul Mitchell
ESA |


www.esassoc.com
 
ESA DeliverIt
A file or (files) have been sent to you from Paul Mitchell via ESA DeliverIt.


Please click the link(s) below to access those files and save them locally to your computer/server. Hyperlinks are
not properly displayed using Entourage for Mac OS. A manual copy and paste of the hyperlink could be required
in order to download the file. The link(s) will expire 14 days after the original send date. Be sure to save the files
to their appropriate locations and do not work directly on the open files hosted on DeliverIt as the changes will not
be saved. If you have any troubles retrieving the files, please let us know.


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx


This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you
have received this message by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of
this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please request a hard-copy version
from the sender. DeliverIt is a file transmission service provided by ESA to enhance team collaboration and facilitate the
exchange of project information. Learn more about our work that matters at www.esassoc.com.



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

file:////c/www.esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=TBd2a4BqIGbl2c352Fyr&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=O02NeNGIuo5k7sE5b113&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=704Lq7SHpyI65K0E21G9&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=Wa5v8eFHDpwTLC1nCELQ&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://www.esassoc.com/






From: Miller, Erin
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Maximum distance back for stop bar at signalized intersection... Warriors
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:01:50 AM
Attachments: image002.png


Ricardo,
 


This is the southeast corner of the proposed arena at TFB and 16th Street.  The sponsor is proposing
a tabled pedestrian crossing somewhere in the area of the highlighted box below.  Are we ok with
tabled crosswalks?  How deep could it be given the configuration of the intersection.  Any guidance
on how best to approach this, or should we just let it go?
 
emb
 
 
 


 
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:ricardo.olea@sfmta.com

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
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Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: ESA DeliverIt
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:11:43 AM


Good morning
 
Hope you guys are holding up under pressure.  Thank you for the opportunity to review the
Alternatives section.  I reviewed only the Off-Site Alternative.  As usual, ESA/Orion have done an
impeccable job to facilitate review and understanding.  I do have a few questions and comments that
relate to analysis and conclusion of this being the environmentally superior alternative. 
 


1)     The alternative description does not explain the difference in the construction period for Pier 30-
32.  While biological resources section, p.7-76 discloses 32 months construction stretched over 4
years, vs. the 26 months total for project, it is explained only in part on p.7-67, and sounds like
it’s 32 months total construction period.  It would seem this difference also should be somehow
acknowledged in the 7.3.3.4 Conclusions, as it would relate to the unknowns about financial
feasibility of this alternative.   


 
2)     There is no reference to the public trust requirements of Pier 30-32. Even though Port got State


legislation to allow flexibility for 30-32, the exclusion of the SFFD station would be a change that
affects BCDC and State Lands assessment and ultimate trust determinations.  Obviously, we
don’t know the rubric for this but it would seem that, like the financial feasiblility issues, EIR
should acknowledge that this also is an unknown.
 


3)     Is the conclusion of better transportation effects of Off-Site based pretty much on lesser Muni
impacts?  Otherwise, it appears that all other transportation effects are similar. 
 


4)     My read is that Off-Site vs. Project are more comparable than Off-Site is environmentally better. 
If the main benefit is reduction in significant impacts on Muni transit (I admit I may have
missed other sig impact differences), then stacking it against bio fish/marine mammal impacts,
financial feasiblity and public trust consistency raises the question of whether more discussion
should be provided to explain why it is included as an alternative.  
 


As usual, the document is so clean and well-presented, and my hats off to you all.  Don’t mean to be
difficult, just hoping this helps to make the document even more bullet-proof.  Good luck on the screen
check.
 
Diane
 
Diane Oshima
Assistant Director, Waterfront Planning
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco, CA  94111



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=A72A14D560D541DA823696E882FDCF3C-DIANE OSHIMA

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org





415.274.0553
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:48 PM
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
Subject: FW: ESA DeliverIt
 
So sorry to bring this project back into your life. We would appreciate you providing comments on
the Alternatives section, specifically the Pier 30-32 offsite alternative, and provide comments no


later than 9am Tuesday May 26th. Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
From: pmitchell@esassoc.com [mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:48 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: ESA DeliverIt
 


Paul Mitchell
ESA |


www.esassoc.com
 
ESA DeliverIt
A file or (files) have been sent to you from Paul Mitchell via ESA DeliverIt.


Please click the link(s) below to access those files and save them locally to your computer/server. Hyperlinks are
not properly displayed using Entourage for Mac OS. A manual copy and paste of the hyperlink could be required
in order to download the file. The link(s) will expire 14 days after the original send date. Be sure to save the files
to their appropriate locations and do not work directly on the open files hosted on DeliverIt as the changes will not
be saved. If you have any troubles retrieving the files, please let us know.


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx


This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you
have received this message by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of
this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please request a hard-copy version
from the sender. DeliverIt is a file transmission service provided by ESA to enhance team collaboration and facilitate the
exchange of project information. Learn more about our work that matters at www.esassoc.com.



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

file:////c/www.esassoc.com

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=TBd2a4BqIGbl2c352Fyr&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=O02NeNGIuo5k7sE5b113&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=704Lq7SHpyI65K0E21G9&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=Wa5v8eFHDpwTLC1nCELQ&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://www.esassoc.com/






From: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
Subject: CNS:Documents for Reference No: Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E, OrderNo: 2758480
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:57:10 AM
Attachments: 8c61278f-a5a9-4c13-81e2-44301e016229.pdf
Importance: High


                                               
Attached are the following documents: Copy of Notice


Thank you.


Glenda_Sobrique


                                               



mailto:glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
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mailto:glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com






    
 
 



 



 



  



 



 



 



 



  



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CALIFORNIA  NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU



EXM



D A I L Y  J O U R N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N



To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the
last date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):



Daily Journal Corporation
Serving your legal advertising needs throughout California. Call your local



Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
Telephone (213) 229-5300 / Fax (213) 229-5481



Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM



MONICA HUGGINS
CCSF PLANNING DEPT
1650 MISSION ST #400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103



GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE



Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E



06/05/2015



Publication



NetTotal



$330.00



$297.00
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Notice Type: 



Ad Description



COPY OF NOTICE
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The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive
an invoice.



OFFICE OF COMMUNITY
INVESTMENT AND



INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)
ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW NOTICE



Notice is hereby given to the
general public of the
following actions under the
Environmental Review
Process. Review of the
documents concerning these
projects can be arranged by
calling (415) 575-9024 and
asking for the staff person
indicated.



OCII COMMISSION
NOTICE OF HEARING ON



DRAFT SUBSEQUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT



REPORT FOR THE
FOLLOWING



Event Center and Mixed-
Use Development at



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
OCII Case No.:
ER 2014-919-97



Planning Department
Case No.: 2014.1441E



Notice is hereby given to the
general public as follows:
1) A Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR) has been prepared
by OCII in connection with
this project. A copy of the
report is available for public
review and comment online
at http://sf-
planning.org/sfceqadocs.
CDs and paper copies are
also available at the
Planning Information Center
(PIC) at 1660 Mission Street,
1st Floor and a paper copy
can be reviewed at OCII at 1
South Van Ness Avenue, 5th
Floor. Referenced materials
are available for review at
the Planning Department's
office at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case
File No. 2014.1441E.
2) The DEIR found that
implementation of the project
would result in the following
significant environmental
effects that could not be
mitigated to a less than
significant level: Transporta-
tion & Circulation, Noise, Air
Quality, Wind, and Utility &
Service Systems..
3) A public hearing on this
DEIR and other matters will
be held by the OCII
Commission on Tuesday,
June 30, 2015 in City Hall,
Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San
Francisco beginning at 1:00
p.m. or later.
4) Public comments will be
accepted from June 5, 2015
to 5:00 p.m. on July 20,
2015. Written comments
should be addressed to: Mail
written comments to OCII c/o
Brett Bollinger, San
Francisco Planning Depart-
ment, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco,



CA 94103 or by email to
warriors@sfgov.org.
Comments received at the
public hearing and in writing
will be responded to in a
Comments and Responses
document.













From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Michael Keinath; Catherine Mukai; Paul Mitchell; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: RE: UCSF comments on alternatives, AQ issues
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:54:47 AM
Attachments: 5-04_Air Quality_GSW MB ADSEIR2+JR-05-277-15.doc
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Joyce,
 
UCSF is correct in that we are not using the quantitative BAAQMD thresholds for health risks, but
rather we are using thresholds developed as part of a Community Risk Reduction Plan (developed
with BAAQMD staff), which is an acceptable alternative to their quantitative thresholds. So we are
using their CEQA guidance. I have added a sentence and a footnote to this effect on page 5.4-27 of
the attached document.  I don’t think there is anything else we should add to the EIR at this point
and if they do submit comments, we should respond accordingly in the RTC. We haven’t specifically
come out and said that these thresholds relate to the CRRP, until now (with added sentence),
because we don’t have a final CRRP, but all the technical documentation for one has been
completed.
 
One of the main reasons we don’t use the BAAQMD thresholds for health risk is in part because the
thresholds are problematic, but I don’t really want to make that point in our document or in the RTC
(e.g., a sensitive receptor can be exposed to higher cumulative levels of cancer risk from multiple
sources under 10/million than a receptor that is exposed to one or a few sources just above
10/million).
 
Again, the thresholds we use were developed as part of a Community Risk Reduction Plan whereby
the City and BAAQMD modeled all known sources to develop a comprehensive model of existing
cumulative health risks. This allows for a more comprehensive analysis of a sensitive receptor’s
exposure to air pollution than the BAAQMD’s quantitative approach. The criteria for being within the
APEZ were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff, so they have approved of the standards
we are using (though this is with a different division than the division that comments on CEQA
documents). The rationale-or the substantial evidence- for these standards are discussed in detail in
the Setting and Approach to Analysis sections and so long as we have developed substantial
evidence to support our approach, I think we are on good standing. The main difference is that
BAAQMD’s approach looks at individual source contributions without considering the total health
risk a sensitive receptor experiences.  Our approach is does just this.
 
Hope this helps,
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
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5.4 Air Quality



5.1.1 Introduction



This section discusses the existing air quality conditions in the project area, presents the regulatory framework for air quality management, and analyzes the potential for the proposed project to affect existing air quality conditions, both regionally and locally, due to activities that emit criteria and non-criteria air pollutants. It also analyzes the types and quantities of emissions that would be generated on a temporary basis due to proposed construction activities as well as those generated over the long term due to proposed operation of project elements. The analysis determines whether those emissions are significant in relation to applicable air quality standards and identifies feasible mitigation measures for significant adverse impacts. The section also includes an analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. The potential for odor impacts was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which found that the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odor impacts are not addressed in this SEIR. Emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from the proposed project’s potential impacts on climate change and the state’s goals for greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 are presented and discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.


The analysis in this section is based on a review of existing air quality conditions in the region and air quality regulations administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). This analysis includes methodologies identified in the updated BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).


5.1.2 Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Section



5.4.2.1 FSEIR Setting



The air quality setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR, localized concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an example, the FSEIR reported that carbon monoxide standards were occasionally exceeded in San Francisco and that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San Francisco. Since 1998, the effect of reformulated gasoline and other regulatory changes has resulted in no carbon monoxide violations in the past 15 years and a reduction in the number of violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening of the ambient particulate standards. 



In 1998 when the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, the BAAQMD had published CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, however, those guidelines differed substantially from the BAAQMD guidelines published in 2012 and used in this SEIR. For example, the earlier guidelines did not recommend quantification of construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants. 


5.4.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures



Air quality impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as a part of the over 300-acre area analyzed in the Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact from operational vehicle emissions, while criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources were identified as less than significant due to new source review requirements. Mitigation Measure F.1 was identified to reduce vehicle trips associated with development, although the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged that reduction of vehicle emissions below thresholds was not reasonably attainable because projected emissions were so far above the thresholds. Mitigation Measure F.1 essentially implemented Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation analysis:



· E.46: Establishment of Transportation Management Organizations



· E.47: Transportation System Management Plan 



· E.48: Constrain parking at UCSF



· E.49: Good faith efforts to assist in implementation of ferry service 


· E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours.


The impact analysis also included modeling of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for 13 intersections in the project area. While modeling indicated that several of these intersections would potentially experience CO concentrations in excess of state and federal standards under existing plus project conditions, modeling under future year (2015) plus project conditions indicated that these violations would not be realized in the future due to planned improvements in the vehicle fleet and reformulated gasoline. 



The Plan-level impact analysis conducted in the Mission Bay FSEIR assessed the consistency of population increases from development under the entire proposed plan with the growth assumptions of the applicable Clean Air Plan at the time, the ’97 Clean Air Plan. This analysis identified a significant Plan-level air quality impact as population growth under the Plan would have exceeded that of the ’97 Clean Air Plan. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified air pollutant emissions from construction and demolition activities as a less-than-significant air quality impact with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, which requires a menu of 14 particulate emission control measures.



Operational health risk impacts were identified as potentially significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR and mitigation was identified, but because of lack of a specific development proposal, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures for impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) during project operations include the following:



· F.3: Require applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources.


· F.4: Establish meteorological station in Mission Bay. 


· F.5: Reduce exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene
 and other toxic contaminants.



· F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources. 


5.1.3 Setting



5.4.3.1 Climate and Meteorology



The project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The air basin’s moderate climate steers storm tracks away from the region for much of the year, although storms generally affect the region from November through April. San Francisco’s proximity to the onshore breezes stimulated by the Pacific Ocean provide for generally very good air quality in the project area. 



Temperatures in the project area average in the mid-50s annually, generally ranging from the low 40s on winter mornings to mid-70s during summer afternoons. Daily and seasonal oscillations of temperature are small because of the moderating effects of the nearby San Francisco Bay. In contrast to the steady temperature regime, rainfall is highly variable and confined almost exclusively to the “rainy” period from November through April. Precipitation may vary widely from year to year as a shift in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference between a very wet year and drought conditions. 



Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants regionally. The project area lies within the Peninsula climatological subregion. Marine air traveling through the Golden Gate is a dominant weather factor affecting dispersal of air pollutants within the region. Wind measurements collected on the San Francisco mainland indicate a prevailing wind direction from the west and an average annual wind speed of 10.6 miles per hour.
 Increased temperatures create the conditions in which ozone formation can increase.



5.4.3.2 Ambient Air Quality – Criteria Air Pollutants



As required by the 1970 federal Clean Air Act, the USEPA initially identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. USEPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public-health-based and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants originally identified by USEPA. Since that time, subsets of particulate matter have been identified for which permissible levels have been established. These include particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5).



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction for regulating air quality within the nine county SFBAAB. The region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area. Table 5.4-1 presents a five-year summary for the period 2010 to 2014 of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations, collected at the air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the BAAQMD at 16th and Arkansas Streets (Potrero Hill), approximately one half mile west of the project site. Table 5.4-1 also compares measured pollutant concentrations with the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (state or federal). Concentrations shown in bold indicate an exceedance of the standard.


Ozone



Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG, also sometimes referred to as volatile organic compounds or VOC by some regulating agencies) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay Area, automobiles are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema. 



Table 5.4-1 shows that, according to published data, the most stringent applicable standards for ozone (state 1-hour standard of 9 parts per hundred million [pphm] and the federal 8-hour standard of 8 pphm) were not exceeded in San Francisco between 2010 and 2014.



Carbon Monoxide (CO)



CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, nausea, dizziness, and fatigue; impair central nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal. As shown in Table 5.4-1, the more stringent state CO standards were not exceeded between 2010 and 2014. Measurements of CO indicate hourly maximums ranging between 9 to 10 percent of the more stringent state standard, and maximum 8-hour CO levels that are approximately 11 to 16 percent of the allowable 8-hour standard.



Table 5.4-1
Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2010–2014)



			Pollutant


			Most Stringent Applicable
Standard


			Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Concentrations Measureda





			


			


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013


			2014





			Ozone


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>9 pphmb


			8


			7


			7


			7


			8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>7 pphmc


			5


			5


			5


			6


			7





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>20 ppmb


			1.8


			1.8


			2.0


			1.8


			1.8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>9 ppmb


			1.4


			1.2


			1.2


			1.4


			1.0





			Suspended Particulates (PM10)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>50 µg/m3 b


			40


			46


			51


			44


			36





			Suspended Particulates (PM2.5)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			1


			3


			2


			1


			2





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>35 µg/m3 e


			36


			45


			47


			36


			49





			 ‑ Annual Average (µg/m3)


			>12 µg/m3 b,c


			9.7


			10.5


			9.5


			8.2


			10.1





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>10 pphmc


			9


			9


			12


			7


			8








NOTES:




Bold values are in excess of applicable standard. 




ppm = parts per million; pphm = parts per hundred million; 



µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter




ND = No data or insufficient data.



a
Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for particulate matter. PM10 and PM2.5 are monitored every six days and therefore the number of days exceeded is out of approximately 60 annual samples.


b
State standard, not to be exceeded.



c
Federal standard, not to be exceeded.



d
Based on a sampling schedule of one out of every six days, for a total of approximately 60 samples per year.



e
Federal standard was reduced from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006.



f
Sulfur dioxide monitoring was terminated in 2009.



SOURCE:
BAAQMD, Bay Area Air Pollution Summary, 2009 – 2013. Available online at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/
Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx. Accessed April 21, 2015.



Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)



Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne particles from man-made and natural sources. Particulate matter is measured in two size ranges: PM10 for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5 for particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the air basin’s particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as construction are other sources of such fine particulates. These fine particulates are small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and can cause adverse health effects. According to the CARB, studies in the United States and elsewhere “have demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital admissions, emergency room visits, and asthma attacks,” and studies of children’s health in California have demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in children.” The CARB also reports that statewide attainment of particulate matter standards could prevent thousands of premature deaths, lower hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and asthma-related emergency room visits, and avoid hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory illness in California.
 Among the criteria pollutants that are regulated, particulates appear to represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As long ago as 1999, the BAAQMD was reporting, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, that studies had shown that elevated particulate levels contribute to the death of approximately 200 to 500 people per year in the Bay Area. High levels of particulate matter can exacerbate chronic respiratory ailments, such as bronchitis and asthma, and have been associated with increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions.



Table 5.4-1 shows that an exceedance of the state PM10 standard occurred on one monitored occasion between 2010 and 2014 in San Francisco. It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM10 standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) was exceeded on up to 6 days per year between 2010 and 2014.
 It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded on up to 48 days per year between 2010 and 2014.3 
The federal and state annual average standard was not exceeded between 2010 and 2014.



PM2.5 is of particular concern because epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near freeways and high-traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children.




Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



NO2 is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. Table 5.4.1 shows that the current state standard for NO2 is being met in San Francisco. In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour NO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. Currently, the CARB is recommending that the Bay Area air basin be designated as an attainment area for the new standard.
 This new federal standard was exceeded on one day at the San Francisco station between 2010 and 2014.


Table 5.4-2
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status



			Pollutant


			Averaging Time


			State (SAAQsa)


			Federal (NAAQSb)





			


			


			Standard


			Attainment Status


			Standard


			Attainment Status





			Ozone


			1 hour


			0.09 ppm


			N


			NA


			See Note c





			


			8 hour


			0.07 ppm


			Ud


			0.075 ppm


			N/Marginal





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			1 hour


			20 ppm


			A


			35 ppm


			A





			


			8 hour


			9 ppm


			A


			9 ppm


			A





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			1 hour


			0.18 ppm


			A


			0.100 ppm


			U





			


			Annual


			0.030 ppm


			NA


			0.053 ppm


			A





			Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)


			1 hour


			0.25 ppm


			A


			0.075


			A





			


			24 hour


			0.04 ppm


			A


			0.14


			A





			


			Annual


			NA


			NA


			0.03 ppm


			A





			Particulate Matter (PM10)


			24 hour


			50 µg/m3


			N


			150 µg/m3


			U





			


			Annuale


			20 µg/m3 f


			N


			NA


			NA





			Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)


			24 hour


			NA


			NA


			35 µg/m3


			N





			


			Annual


			12 µg/m3


			N


			15 µg/m3


			A





			Sulfates


			24 hour


			25 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			Lead


			30 day


			1.5 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			


			Cal. Quarter


			NA


			NA


			1.5 µg/m3


			A





			Hydrogen Sulfide


			1 hour


			0.03 ppm


			U


			NA


			NA





			Visibility-Reducing Particles


			8 hour


			See Note g


			A


			NA


			NA








NOTES: 




A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; NA = Not Applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 



a
SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1‑hour and 24‑hour), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility‑reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.



b
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8‑hour ozone standard is attained when the three‑year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24‑hour PM10 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The 24‑hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.



c
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) revoked the national 1‑hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.



d
This state 8‑hour ozone standard was approved in April 2005 and became effective in May 2006.



e
State standard = annual geometric mean; national standard = annual arithmetic mean.



f
In June 2002, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.



g
Statewide visibility‑reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10‑mile nominal visual range.



SOURCE:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Standards and Attainment Status, 2012a, http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm, accessed October 13 2014; and U.S. EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2012, http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html, accessed October 13, 2014. 



The USEPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2 concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new near-roadway monitoring sites are required in California, three of which will be in the Bay Area. These monitors are planned for Berkeley, Oakland, and San Jose. The Oakland station commenced operation in February 2014 and the San Jose station commenced in March of 2015 while the Berkeley station is expected to be operational in summer 2015. The new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations in the future. The CARB will revise the area designation recommendations, as appropriate, once the new monitoring data become available.



Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can cause health effects at high concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.
,
 Pollutant trends suggest that the air basin currently meets and will continue to meet the state standard for SO2 for the foreseeable future.


In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour SO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. The USEPA has initially designated the SFBAAB as an attainment area for SO2. Similar to the new federal standard for NO2, the USEPA has established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure SO2 concentrations beginning in January 2013.
 No additional SO2 monitors are required for the Bay Area because the BAAQMD jurisdiction has never been designated as non-attainment for SO2 and no State Implementation Plans or maintenance plans have been prepared for SO2.



Lead



Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which put children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California. On October 15, 2008, the USEPA strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by lowering it from 1.5 μg/m3 to 0.15 μg/m3. The USEPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010.
 These requirements focus on airports and large urban areas resulting in an increase in 76 monitors nationally.
 Lead monitoring stations in the Bay Area are located at Palo Alto Airport, Reid-Hillview Airport (San Jose), and San Carlos Airport. Non-airport locations for lead monitoring are Redwood City and San Jose.



Air Quality Index 






The USEPA developed the Air Quality Index (AQI) scale to make the public health impacts of air pollution concentrations easily understandable. The AQI, much like an air quality “thermometer,” translates daily air pollution concentrations into a number on a scale between 0 and 500. The numbers in the scale are divided into six color-coded ranges, with numbers 0-300 as outlined below.


· Green (0-50) indicates “good” air quality. No health impacts are expected when air quality is in the green range.



· Yellow (51-100) indicates air quality is “moderate.” Unusually sensitive people should consider limited prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Orange (101-150) indicates air quality is “unhealthy for sensitive groups.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should limit outdoor exertion.



· Red (151-200) indicates air quality is “unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Purple (201-300) indicates air quality is “very unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit outdoor exertion. 



The AQI numbers refer to specific amounts of pollution in the air. They are based on the federal air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. In most cases, the federal standard for these air pollutants corresponds to the number 100 on the AQI chart. If the concentration of any of these pollutants rises above its respective standard, it can be unhealthy for the public. In determining the air quality forecast, local air districts, including the BAAQMD, use the anticipated concentration measurements for each of the major pollutants, convert them into AQI numbers, and determine the highest AQI for each zone in a district.


Readings below 100 on the AQI scale would not typically affect the health of the general public (although readings in the moderate range of 50 to 100 may affect unusually sensitive people). Levels above 300 rarely occur in the United States, and readings above 200 have not occurred in the Bay Area in decades.

 Historical BAAQMD data indicate that the SFBAAB experienced air quality in the Red level (unhealthy) on two days between the years 2009 to 2013. As shown in Table 5.4-3, the SFBAAB had a total of 19 orange-level (unhealthy for sensitive groups) days in 2009, 14 days in 2010, 12 days in 2011, 8 days in 2012, and 15 days 2013. 



Table 5.4-3
Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin


			AQI Statistics for City of San Francisco


			Number of Days by Year





			


			2009


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013





			Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups (Orange) 


			19


			14


			12


			8


			15





			Unhealthy (Red) 


			0


			1


			0


			0


			1





			SOURCE:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2014.








5.4.3.3 Toxic Air Contaminants and Local Health Risks and Hazards


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 



Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment (HRA) is an analysis which estimates human health exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, provides quantitative estimates of health risks.
 



Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that people in residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.
 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.
 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.


San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from vehicles, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling was conducted using AERMOD
 to assess the emissions from the following primary sources: roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime sources, and Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases (TOG) were modeled on a 20 meter by 20 meter receptor grid covering the entire City. The results represent a comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout the City. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air pollution is available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation.
 


Model results identified areas in the City with poor air quality, termed "Air Pollutant Exposure Zones," based on the following health‐protective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for those San Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP Codes 94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130). In these areas, the standard for identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 9 µg/m3. Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at about 500 feet from a freeway.



The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.


Fine Particulate Matter


In April 2011, the USEPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, USEPA staff concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 



Excess Cancer Risk


The 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criterion discussed above is based on USEPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.
 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,
 the USEPA states that it “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling.



In addition to monitoring criteria pollutants, both the BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring networks in the SFBAAB. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been found in the highest concentrations in ambient air and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk. The nearest BAAQMD ambient TAC monitoring station to the project area is the station at 16th and Arkansas Streets in San Francisco. Table 5.4-4 shows ambient concentrations of carcinogenic TACs measured at the Arkansas Street station, approximately one half mile west of the project site. The estimated cancer risk from a lifetime exposure (70 years) to these substances is also reported in the table. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient concentrations of various TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC concentrations in San Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated average lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San Francisco station do not appear to be any greater than for the Bay Area as a region.



Table 5.4-4
2013 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic toxic air contaminants Measured at BAAQMD Monitoring Station, 
10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco



			Substance


			Concentration


			Cancer Risk per Milliona





			Gaseous TACs


			(ppb)


			





			Acetaldehyde


			0.56


			3





			Benzene


			0.20


			19





			1,3-Butadiene


			0.036


			13





			Carbon Tetrachloride


			0.085


			23





			Formaldehyde


			1.37


			10





			Perchloroethylene


			0.012


			0.5





			Methylene Chloride


			0.124


			0.4





			Chloroform


			0.023


			0.6





			Trichloroethylene


			0.01


			0.1





			Particulate TACs


			(ng/m3)


			





			Chromium (Hexavalent) 


			0.053


			8





			Total Risk for All TACs


			


			77.6








NOTES:




TACs = toxic air contaminants; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; ppb = part per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter.



a
Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.



SOURCE:
California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Toxics Summary-2013, available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/
sitesubstance.htmlAccesssed February 25, 2015.



Roadway-Related Pollutants



Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle tailpipe emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust through tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people living in proximity to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children. Air pollution monitoring conducted in conjunction with epidemiologic studies has confirmed that roadway-related health effects vary with modeled exposure to particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide. In traffic-related studies, the additional non‑cancer health risk attributable to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the roadway and was strongest within 300 feet.
 As a result, the CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted amendments to the Health Code (discussed below under “Regulatory Framework”), by adding Article 38 (amended in 2014) requiring urban infill sensitive use projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to address air pollution hazards through design and ventilation requirements. 



Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)



The CARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. The CARB estimated average Bay Area cancer risk from exposure to diesel particulate, based on a population-weighted average ambient diesel particulate concentration, is about 480 in one million, as of 2000, which is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant routinely measured in the region. The statewide risk from DPM as determined by the CARB declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in 1995; by 2000, CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 540 in one million.
,



In 2000, the CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from both new and existing diesel‐fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent CARB regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in 2007 would have the same particulate exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.
 The regulation is anticipated to result in an 80-percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 as compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Despite notable emission reductions, the CARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses. The CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations, including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks, and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, the CARB’s position is that infill development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.



Contaminated Soil



The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.1a through J.1k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The potential for exposure impacts from contaminated soil was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 120), which found that compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels. 


Naturally Occurring Asbestos



The potential for exposure impacts from naturally occurring asbestos was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 115), which found that this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in the Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM), including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and the measure could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.



5.4.3.4 Sensitive Receptors



Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Population subgroups sensitive to the health effects of air pollutants include: the elderly and the young; population subgroups with higher rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and populations with other environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings, schools, day care centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to ensure the health and well-being of their employees.



The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in San Francisco where building setbacks are limited and roadway volumes are higher than most other parts of the Bay Area.. Vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust and through tire wear.


The closest (within 1,000 feet) sensitive receptors to the project site are inventoried in Table 5.4-5. As shown in Table 5.4-5, sensitive receptors include residential uses north and west of the project site (including UCSF Hearst Tower) and the new UCSF Hospital located to the southwest. The nearest day care facility is on the UCSF Mission Bay campus 1,300 feet to the west. Other residential uses to the south are over 1,000 feet away, south of Mariposa Street. None of the receptors in Table 5.4-5 are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, nor are there any sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site that are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 



Table 5.4-5
Sensitive Receptors in the Project site vicinity


			Receptor Type 


			Distance and Direction from the Project Site 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), Block 22 


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			300 feet southwest








SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015


5.4.3.5 Existing Stationary Sources of Air Pollution



The BAAQMD’s inventory of permitted stationary sources of emissions show eight permitted stationary emission facilities present within or near the 1,000-foot zone of influence of the project site. The sources at these permitted facilities are made up of boilers, stationary diesel engines for back-up power generators or fire water pump engines, which are for emergency use only, and one body shop. The UCSF Mission Bay Campus has the largest number of permitted sources (34) which, besides generators and boilers, also include an ethylene oxide sterilizer. Additionally UCSF has two exempt sources (fume hoods and a methane gas blower). 


5.4.3.6 Major Roadways Contributing to Air Pollution



Third, 16th Street and Mariposa Streets are arterial streets in the existing local roadway system within 1,000-feet of the project site that carry at least 10,000 vehicles in annual average daily traffic based on the City’s SF CHAMP roadway model.
 This traffic contributes to concentrations of PM2.5, DPM, and other air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles near the street level. Both Interstate 280 and the Caltrain rail line are located over 1,000 feet from the project site. Aside from the surrounding major roadways, no other areas of mobile-source activity or otherwise “non-permitted” sources (e.g., railyards, trucking distribution facilities, and high-volume fueling stations) are located within 1,000 feet of the project site.


5.1.4 Regulatory Framework



5.4.4.1 Federal Regulations



The 1970 Clean Air Act (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.



The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized above in Table 5.4-2. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 5.4-1).



There have been changes to the federal regulatory environment with respect to air quality since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8‑hour ozone standard.
 The USEPA lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.080 to 0.075 parts per million (ppm) effective May 27, 2008. In April 2012, the USEPA designated the Bay Area as a marginal nonattainment region for the 0.075 ppm ozone standard established in 2008 (USEPA, 2012b). The Bay Area Air Basin is in attainment for other criteria pollutants, with the exception of the 24-hour standards for PM10 and PM2.5, for which the Bay Area is designated as “Unclassified.” “Unclassified” is defined by the Clean Air Act as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant.



5.4.4.2 State Regulations



California Clean Air Act


While the federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards, individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological problems in California, there is considerable diversity between the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 5.4-2. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are often more stringent. Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the state has adopted an ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 and strengthened the ambient ozone standards.



In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated in Table 5.4-2, the Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “nonattainment” for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “attainment” for other pollutants.



Toxic Air Contaminants



In 2005, the CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential area for more than five consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than five minutes in any one hour. Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must not turn their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also, state law Senate Bill 352 (SB 352) was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Section 17213 of the Education Code; Section 21151.8 of the Public Resources Code).



The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program
)


The Carl Moyer Program is a grant program that funds the incremental cost of cleaner-than-required engines, equipment, and other sources of air pollution. The Carl Moyer Program complements California’s regulatory program by providing incentives to obtain early or extra emission reductions, especially from emission sources in environmental justice communities and areas disproportionately impacted by air pollution. The Carl Moyer Program funds clean air projects involving a wide variety of vehicles and equipment, including:



· Repower: The replacement of an in-use engine with another, cleaner engine. 



· Retrofit: An emission control system employed exclusively with an in-use engine, vehicle or piece of equipment. 



· New purchases: Vehicles or equipment certified to optional, lower emission standards. 



· Fleet modernization or equipment replacement: The replacement of an older vehicle or piece of equipment that still has remaining useful life with a newer, cleaner vehicle or piece of equipment. The old vehicle/equipment is scrapped. Equipment may include on-road heavy-duty vehicle and off-road equipment replacement as well as emergency vehicles (Fire Apparatus) and lawn and garden equipment replacement. 



· Vehicle retirement (or car scrap): Paying owners of older, more polluting vehicles that still have remaining useful life to voluntarily retire those vehicles earlier than they would have otherwise. 



The Carl Moyer program establishes a cost effectiveness standard that must be met in order to receive funding under the program. On March 30, 2015, the cost effectiveness limit was updated to $18,080 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM.
 The program has established guidelines and criteria for the funding of emissions reduction projects. The BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB.



5.4.4.3 Regional and Local Regulations and Plans



Bay Area Air Quality Management District



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the SFBAAB. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations also participate in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the region within federal and state air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the region and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. 



BAAQMD does not have authority to regulate emissions from motor vehicles. Specific rules and regulations adopted by the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various stationary sources, and identify specific pollution reduction measures that must be implemented in association with various activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, but also TAC emissions sources are subject to these rules and are regulated through the BAAQMD’s permitting process and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit review, the BAAQMD monitors the generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in developing its air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as part of the project would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and State ozone plans rely heavily upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.



Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million or a chronic or acute hazard index of 1.0. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. These permitting requirements would ensure that the health risks of the project on the environment would be less than significant. 



Similar to the Carl Moyer Program, the BAAQMD’s Strategic Incentives Division (SID) provides incentive funding for projects that improve air quality, reduce air quality health impacts and protect the climate. Funding is primarily focused on mobile source projects that reduce or eliminate pollution from cars, trucks, marine vessels, locomotives, agricultural equipment or construction equipment. Since 1992, the SID division has awarded over $400 million in grant funding for cost-effective emission reduction projects and the program oversees approximately 1,000 projects funded by state, federal and local monies every year.



Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards



Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the most recent Bay Area ozone plan prepared in response to federal air quality planning requirements is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. The State ozone plan has been updated multiple times since certification of the FSEIR.



The 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan was adopted on September 15, 2010, by the BAAQMD, in cooperation with the Bay Area MTC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and ABAG. The primary objectives of the plan are to improve local and regional air quality, protect public health, and minimize climate change impacts. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates and replaces the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2010–2012 time frame. The control strategy includes stationary-source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile-source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 Clean Air Plan also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state one-hour ozone standard.



San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element



The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.
 The objectives specified by the City include the following:



Objective 1: Adhere to state and federal air quality standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the Transportation Element of the General Plan.


Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 5: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to emission reductions.



San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance



Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the City has adopted San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6, which collectively constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (adopted in July 2008). The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). For projects over one-half acre, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) prior to issuance of a building permit by the DBI.


Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and contractors responsible for construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of Public Health. 



Dust suppression activities may include watering of all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 



The project site is over 11 acres in size, and therefore the project sponsor would be required to prepare a Dust Control Plan.



San Francisco Health Code Provisions for Urban Infill Development (Article 38)



San Francisco adopted Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, with revisions taking effect in December 2014. The revised code requires that sensitive land use developments within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone incorporate Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 equivalent ventilation systems to remove particulates from outdoor air. This regulation also applies to conversion of uses to a sensitive use (e.g., residential, senior care-facilities, day care centers, etc.). Article 38 would not be applicable to the proposed project because it does not include any sensitive uses.



5.1.5 Impacts and Mitigation Measures



5.4.5.1 Significance Thresholds



For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to air quality if it were to:



· Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



· Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;



· Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);



· Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



· Result in a cumulative air quality impact in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity.



The complete list of CEQA significance criteria relevant to the air quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odors are not addressed in this SEIR. 



5.4.5.2 Approach to Analysis



Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment employs the emission factors, models and tools distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and USEPA. Additionally, the analysis includes methodologies identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).



Methodology for Analysis of Impacts



In general, the proposed project would result in two types of air quality impacts. First, the project would result in air pollution through construction activity. Second, the project would generate air pollutants during project operations, due to increased vehicle travel and new stationary sources (i.e., five new diesel emergency generators). This section describes the methodology used to evaluate project impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan, emissions of criteria pollutants, and local health risks and hazards.


Each of these types of direct impacts are in turn separated into impacts from criteria air pollutant emissions, which are generally regional in nature, and impacts associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and PM2.5, which is a localized health risk. The assessment of criteria air pollutant impacts addresses the second and third bulleted significance thresholds identified above. The assessment of localized health risk and exposure impacts addresses the fourth bulleted significance thresholds identified above. 



Air Quality Plan



The applicable air quality plan is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, which identifies measures to reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of air pollutants; safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest health risk, with an emphasis on protecting the communities most heavily affected by air pollution; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Consistency with the Clean Air Plan can be determined if the project supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan, includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan, and if the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, the first bulleted significance criterion identified above.



Criteria Air Pollutants



As described above under Regulatory Framework, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or State standards and is designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants, with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment for either the State or federal standards. 


By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non‐attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are considered to contribute to the existing, cumulative air quality conditions. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.



Table 5.4‐6 identifies criteria air pollutant significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.



Table 5.4-6
Criteria Air Pollutant Thresholds



			Pollutant


			Construction Thresholds Average Daily Emissions (pounds per day)


			Operational Thresholds





			


			


			Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)


			Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)





			ROG


			54


			54


			10





			NOx


			54


			54


			10





			PM10


			82 (exhaust)


			82


			15





			PM2.5


			54 (exhaust)


			54


			10





			Fugitive Dust


			Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management Practices


			Not applicable








SOURCE: BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. June 2011. Available at www.baaqmd.gov


The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation is based on the State and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).
 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that could result in increased health effects.



The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created under the federal Clean Air Act to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.



Although the regulations specified above apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects generate ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, energy use, architectural coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the identified thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects. Those projects that would result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions.



Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust
and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.
 The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.
 San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust. This analysis assumes that the project would implement the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which is the basis for determining the significance of air quality impacts due to fugitive dust emissions.



Other Criteria Pollutants


Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited). The transportation analysis indicates that the intersection in the project area with the greatest volumes would be Fifth and Harrison Streets with hourly volumes of 5,432 in year 2040 with the project and convention traffic, which is less than 24,000. Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result the project, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not required.



Local Health Risks and Hazards



In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit TACs. As part of this project, ENVIRON conducted a health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed project to provide quantitative estimates of health risks from exposures to TACs.



The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to substantially affect the extent and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
 at sensitive receptor locations. The health protective standards used for determining the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and evidence supporting these standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a Community Risk Reduction Plan.
 The project site is not within an identified health vulnerable zip code; therefore the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5 concentration above 0.3 μg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the BAAQMD considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks.
 For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. Since the project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, the above thresholds apply to the proposed project. 



Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts



As described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the following projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis in this SEIR: University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus; Eastern Neighborhoods Program; Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock); and Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development.


While air quality analyses (both criteria air pollutants and health risk) have been conducted in the completed CEQA documentation for UCSF LRDP and the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, these analyses have not yet been completed for the other two identified projects. However, cumulative air quality analysis may be addressed by assessing whether a project's contribution is cumulatively considerable.



The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is by its nature, a cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present and future projects in the vicinity also have or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions.
 As described above, the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s emissions are below the project‐level thresholds, the project would not be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. 


Similarly, the HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized, and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance.
 Thus cumulative impacts from the Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Thus, because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is also a cumulative health risk analysis.



5.4.5.3 Impact Evaluation



Construction


Impact AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


Construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. Construction phases would include demolition, excavation and site preparation, pile installation, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of drill rigs heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, cranes, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment. During the project’s approximately 26-month construction period, construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below. 



Fugitive Dust


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Despite the established federal standards for air pollutants and ongoing implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the CARB, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998–2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths. 



Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds particulate matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general as well as due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of dust. 



In response to these concerns, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008), with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and overall construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and onsite workers, to minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 



The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one-half acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 



To comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). Reclaimed water must be used for dust suppression watering, as required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Even if not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.


For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by DPH. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant improvement projects that are over one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site-specific Dust Control Plan requirement. 



The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 mph; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with these dust control requirements. 



Implementation of dust control measures in compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.



Criteria Air Pollutants


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. Criteria and ozone precursor pollutant (NOx, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from exhaust from construction equipment and truck and vehicle trips would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of these pollutants during project construction. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend the quantification of project-related criteria pollutant exhaust emissions from construction, separate from operational emissions, and comparison with significance thresholds. Daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with significance thresholds in Table 5.4-7. Total construction emissions were calculated using the latest emission factors available at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) publication (EMFAC 2011 and OFFROAD 2011 equivalent), and total emissions were divided by the number of construction days to derive average daily emissions for comparison against applicable significance thresholds. The construction significance thresholds for criteria pollutants are established in terms of average daily emissions, which is how emissions are reported in Table 5.4‑7.


Table 5.4-7
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			15


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


The emissions presented in Table 5.4-7 would be generated by many different construction sources including the following: off-road construction equipment such as excavators, loaders, backhoes, drill rigs, and cranes; and on- road trucks. As shown in the table, the predominant source of emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 would be off-road equipment, which would generate more than three times the emissions of on-road vehicles and trucks. 



Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions of PM10 and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. However, the estimated construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the applicable significance threshold, which would be a significant air quality impact. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) is identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with construction.



ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health concern of exposure to ground-level ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short-term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.
 



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG emissions (59 pounds per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012)
 and NOx emissions (224 pounds per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012). Although Table 5.4-1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‑3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last 5 years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would substantially reduce construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx. The measure would require use of off-road equipment to meet minimum emission standards, and construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx would be reduced commensurate with the degree of compliance achievement (i.e., Tier 4 or Tier 4 interim or Tier 2 with 40 percent NOx VDECS). Mitigated daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with emission significance thresholds in Table 5.4-8 assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). As can be seen in Table 5.4-8, construction-related emissions of would be reduced to the applicable threshold for ROG. However, while NOx emissions would be reduced by as much as 62 percent with fully compliant mitigation and 33 percent with minimally compliant mitigation, project emissions of NOx would still be significant (93 pounds per day) even with maximum compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, emission offsets represent the only available additional mitigation option to address construction-related emissions. 



Table 5.4-8
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions



			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions



			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54.2


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015



Because construction-related emissions of NOx would remain significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emissions Offsets) is also identified to reduce the residual pollutant emissions (see Impact AQ-2). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (Emissions Offsets) would require the project sponsor to offset remaining emissions to below significance thresholds by funding the implementation of an offsite emissions reduction project in an amount sufficient to mitigate both residual construction pollutant emissions as well as operational pollutant emissions described below in Impact AQ-2. Funding the implementation of an emissions reduction project prior to the commencement of construction activities would sufficiently offset both the construction and operational emissions from the project because construction and operational emissions would not overlap. The emissions offset fee is expressed in tons/year; therefore, under the minimum level of compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the remaining emissions offset required is 14.3 tons/year of ozone precursors and under the maximum level of compliance, the offset required is reduced to 5.4 tons/year of ozone precursors. See Impact AQ-2 below for further discussion of this mitigation measure. Emissions reduction projects funded through Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds after implementation of the project-specific emission reductions required under Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1. However, because implementation of the emissions reduction project is not fully within the control of the project sponsor, the residual impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-1, Construction Emissions



Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants. The project sponsor, through its contractors, would be required to implement dust control measures in compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that the construction-related impacts due to fugitive dust would be less than significant. 



Estimated emissions of criteria air pollutants indicate that average daily construction emissions of PM10 and PM 2.5 would be below the applicable thresholds. Emissions of ROG and NOx, however, would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce ROG and NOx emissions but additional implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would be further required to reduce both ROG and NOx emissions to below the applicable threshold. However, because implementation of emissions offsets is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the residual impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization



A.
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.
All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:



a)
Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited;



b)
All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.


c)
Exceptions:



i.
Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If OCII grants this exception, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b). 



ii.
Exceptions to A(1)(b) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 engine is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or (3) there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that do not have Tier 4 engines. If OCII grants this exception, the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of A(1)(c)(iii). 



iii.
If OCII grants an exception as detailed above, the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.



			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			CARB NOx VDECS (40%)






			2


			Tier 3


			CARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			CARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.








2.
The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.



3.
The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 



4.
The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. 
The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.
The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.
Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4).



Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.



C.
Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 


Comparison of Impact AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related air quality impact as less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, dust control measures. Currently, however, Mitigation Measure F.2 of the Mission Bay FSEIR to control fugitive dust would effectively be implemented through compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which was adopted in 2008. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.2 is not applicable to the proposed project. 



Criteria air pollutants from construction were not calculated or used as an assessment tool in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as BAAQMD did not recommend quantification of criteria air pollutant emissions at that time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact that was not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to the calculated construction emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed significance thresholds. 


_________________________



Operational Impacts



Impact AQ-2: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


The proposed project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including the following: new vehicle trips; maintenance operation of standby diesel generators and boilers; and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Some of the motor vehicle trips that would be generated by Golden State Warriors basketball games at the proposed event center would be regional trips similar to those currently generated by basketball games occurring at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and as a result, the emissions associated with these regional trips would not represent new emissions to the air basin. While it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of non-Golden State Warriors events (i.e., concerts, family shows etc.) would be transferred to the proposed event center in San Francisco without replacement at Oracle Arena, this analysis assumes that the Oracle Arena maintains their current levels of non-Golden State Warriors events and therefore is based on a conservative (i.e., higher) estimate of net new vehicle trips to the air basin.  


Consequently for the purposes of this CEQA analysis, the project operational emissions reflect a reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due to relocation of all Golden State Warriors basketball games from Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center in San Francisco. Marketing analysis indicates that the average trip length (25 miles) is the same for either arena location. There would not be another NBA franchise in the Bay Area, so all of the games would be played at the new event center. This assumption is consistent with that of the City of Oakland in its CEQA-related analyses.
 All other project operational vehicle trips associated with the proposed land uses are considered to be “new “vehicle trips for the purposes of this analysis. 


This scenario also assumes successful implementation of the proposed Transit Service Plan (TSP) as part of the proposed project, or implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard), if the TSP is not implemented. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description and also in more detail in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the proposed project, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would provide additional service over existing conditions to accommodate peak evening events for basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. Under the TSP, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. However, as also discussed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-18, if the TSP is not fully implemented in the future due to SFMTA fiscal constraints, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard) would require the project sponsor to implement additional TMP 
strategies as necessary to achieve a similar arrival auto mode share as with the TSP, which is no more than 53 percent for weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees and 59 percent for weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees.



Criteria air pollutant emissions were calculated for all project operational emission sources, including mobile sources (vehicles), generators, natural gas boilers, and area sources. USEPA emission factors were used for generators and boilers. Vehicle trip emissions were calculated using EMFAC2011 
emissions factors from the CARB (the latest emissions factors available at the time of the NOP publication), based on vehicle trip generation rates developed for this project (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). The proposed project would include a number of measures that would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions. For example, the project’s trip generation takes into account the project’s proximity to transit service. The project would also include: bike and pedestrian infrastructure; daily parking charge; provision of bike parking; increased energy efficiency beyond Title 24; meeting Green Building Code standards; and installation of low-water use appliances and fixtures. Calculated air pollutant emissions for the proposed project have already incorporated emission reductions associated with these measures.



The results of the project operational criteria air pollutant emissions calculations are presented in Table 5.4-9 below. Details on calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ. Table 5.4-9 indicates that operational criteria air pollutant emissions of the proposed project would result in emission of criteria pollutants and precursors that would be at levels below the thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5. However, the estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the significance threshold, resulting in a significant air quality impact.


Table 5.4-9
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			42


			109



			77


			22





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			35


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total 


			79


			124


			80


			25





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources 


			7.6


			20


			14


			4.0





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.06


			0.18


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			6.4


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total 


			15


			23


			14.6


			4.5





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required


			4.46


			12.64


			0


			0








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015



The main health concern of exposure to ground‐level ozone, for which ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short‐term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG and NOx emissions (79 pounds of ROG per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012 and 124 pounds of NOx per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region).
 Although Table 5.4‐1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‐3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last 5 years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) are identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with project operations. In addition, implementation Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Implement Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips) would also reduce operational emissions.


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would reduce operational emissions of ROG and NOx primarily through reduction in mobile sources through implementation of additional transportation demand measures (TDM) beyond those already included as part of the proposed project. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, provides a detailed analysis regarding strategies to reduce transportation impacts, which form the basis for Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a. However, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the feasibility of the additional TDM measures listed in Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, is currently unknown. Even though the California Air Pollution Control Officers Administration estimates that “commute trip reduction” strategies can result in a commuter trip reduction of 1.0 to 6.2 percent,
 the specific TDM strategies identified for this project address more than just commute trips, and it is unknown if a higher percentage reduction of overall vehicle trips is attainable. Notwithstanding these estimated reductions, it is assumed that specific quantitative reduction of vehicle trips associated with the additional TDM would be difficult to quantify and the success of any one measure variable; therefore, no emissions reduction are attributed to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a or Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1.



To address operational emission levels of ROG and NOx exceeding the SEIR’s significance thresholds, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, Emission Offsets, is identified to offset project operational emissions by funding the implementation of one or more emission reduction projects within the air basin. As discussed above under “Regulatory Setting,” the BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer Program within the SFBAAB, which establishes the cost-effectiveness criteria for funding emissions reduction projects at $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM emissions.
 The Carl Moyer guidelines can be used to evaluate other emissions reduction projects within the SFBAAB that are administered by the Strategic Incentive Division of BAAQMD. Based on the current Carl Moyer cost effectiveness criteria and a 5 percent administrative fee, payment of $323,729 to the Strategic Incentives Division of the BAAQMD to implement emission reduction projects within the SFBAAB would be sufficient to offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction and operation of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds.




Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee to the BAAQMD to fund emissions reduction projects that would reduce emissions of ozone precursors to below the applicable thresholds.
 Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b also assumes that the BAAQMD would report to the lead agency the final emissions reductions funded by the mitigation fee and that the BAAQMD would refund the project sponsor for any unspent mitigation fees upon meeting the required emissions reductions indicated in Table 5.4-9 above.



The project sponsor has agreed to fund Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b;
 however, because implementation of an emissions offset project is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants associated with project operations is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. [Note to GSW: Please confirm consent to fund this measure and also to enter into a mitigation agreement that can be cited in the Draft SEIR.]



Summary of Impact AQ-2, Operational Emissions



Operation of the proposed project would include a variety of sources that would contribute to long term emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5). These sources would include new vehicle trips, maintenance and operation of standby diesel generators, boilers, and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Calculations of average daily and maximum annual emissions indicate that under the proposed project without mitigation, levels of ROG and NOx would exceed significance thresholds; this would be a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1, operational emissions of ROG and NOx would still be significant due to the as yet unknown feasibility of the mitigation strategies. Consequently, emission offsets, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, represent the only available mitigation option to address operations-related emissions. However, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation because implementation of an emissions offset project is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, beyond the control of the project sponsor. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions 



The project sponsor shall implement the following measures as feasible:


· Provision of outlets for electrically powered landscape equipment


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-11)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets



Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall pay a mitigation offset fee to the BAAQMD’s Strategic Incentives Division inan amount not to exceed $323,729 to fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). This fee shall fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 4.46 tons per year of ROG and 12.64 tons per year of NOx. Documentation of payment shall be provided to OCII or its designated representative.



Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment and commitment by the BAAQMD to: (1) implement an emissions reduction project(s) within one year of receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emission reduction objectives specified above; and (2) provide documentation to OCII or its designated representative and to the project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of ROG and NOx reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction project(s), the project sponsor shall be entitled to a refund in that amount from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements.


[Note to Reviewers: This mitigation measure to be reviewed by the BAAQMD prior to publication of the Draft SEIR. Also, it is still to be determined if it is necessary to specify "within a three-year period."]


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, in this SEIR for further discussion)


Of these Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure E.46 has already been implemented and Mitigation Measure E.48 applies only to UCSF. Consequently, only the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47, E.49, and E.50 would apply to the proposed project.


Mitigation Measure E.47: Prepare a Transportation System Management Plan (generally applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.49: Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good-faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours. Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Comparison of Impact AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the operational air quality impact with respect to criteria air pollutants as significant and unavoidable due to NOx emissions in excess of 16 times greater than the 1998 threshold, ROG emissions in excess of 10 times the 1998 threshold and PM10 emissions in excess of 24 times the 1998 threshold. Thus, the impact conclusion for the proposed project is essentially the same as that in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Mission Bay plan area for ROG and NOx, though unlike the conclusions of the FSEIR, the proposed project's operational emissions would not exceed the PM10 threshold. Therefore, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified. As described above, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (which is the same as Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Measures E.46 through E.50), would still apply to the proposed project.


_________________________



Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation



Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. As described above in Section 5.4.2.3, this assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on significance thresholds for PM2.5 and excess cancer risk, or areas within the City that warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit TACs or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. The project site is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Under existing conditions, sensitive land uses exist in the project vicinity, as indicated in Table 5.4-5. However, because construction and operation of the proposed project would result in emissions of TACs and PM2.5, this analysis evaluates the potential to expose sensitive receptors in the project vicinity to substantial air pollutant concentrations.


Construction TAC Emissions


Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions in California, although since 2007, the CARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.
 Newer and more refined emission inventories have lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.
 For example, CARB’s revised estimates of particulate matter (PM) emissions (of which DPM is a major component) for the SFBAAB for the year 2010 have decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates.
 Approximately half of the reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.
 



Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in from 1996 to 2000, and Tier 4 interim and final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.
 Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to NOx and PM emissions.



Furthermore, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:



“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005). In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”



Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to overestimate assessments of long-term health risks. However, a screening level HRA was conducted for the proposed project’s 26-month construction period. The primary construction TAC emissions of concern, DPM and PM2.5, would be emitted by diesel-powered construction equipment and truck trips hauling excavated materials. Equipment used would include cranes, excavators, loaders and backhoes. The project-specific HRA was based on the use of these and other high-powered non-standardized diesel equipment, as provided by the project sponsor.


Operational TAC Emissions


The sources of TAC emissions that would occur during the operational phase of the project include emissions from mobile sources (passenger vehicles and delivery vehicles) and five stationary sources (diesel generators). Mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles, which are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health and environmental effects. Examples of mobile source air toxics include benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, polycyclic organic matter (POM), naphthalene, and diesel particulate matter.



Under the project, the five proposed diesel back-up generators would all be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1.
 Diesel generators, if larger than 50 horsepower, must obtain a permit from the BAAQMD and comply with the Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. As a practical matter, the BAAQMD will not issue a permit for a new generator that results in an operational cancer risk greater than 10 in one million. 



Screening-level Risk Assessment



A screening-level heath risk assessment was conducted to asses both increased cancer risk and localized PM2.5 concentrations from both construction and operational sources. Localized PM2.5 concentrations are assessed based on annual average concentrations, and hence, separate evaluations are performed for construction and operations. Conversely, cancer risk is assessed based on the probability of contracting cancer over a person’s lifetime, evaluated as 70 years. Therefore the probability of an increased cancer risk is determined by evaluating a sensitive receptor’s exposure to both construction and operational emissions. Both the PM2.5 and cancer risk assessments account for background (existing) concentrations and risk levels. The cumulative (project plus background) PM2.5 and cancer risk results are compared to significance thresholds of 10 µg/m3 and 100 per one million, respectively.



Sources considered in the screening HRA include un-mitigated and mitigated emissions from construction equipment and trucks, operational traffic generated by the full build out of the proposed development, and maintenance operations of the proposed diesel generators. Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from the proposed project, near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from project construction emission sources was conducted using the USEPA’s American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD), version 11059,
 as recommended by the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Air dispersion modeling applications used meteorological data from the Mission Bay meteorological site operated by the BAAQMD to provide the most representative data set for this analysis. 



The ambient concentrations obtained through dispersion modeling were subsequently used in the risk assessment to quantify cancer health risk impacts and to evaluate PM2.5 impacts. Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters, which are discussed below.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from operational sources, a screening level assessment was conducted. Emissions from the proposed emergency generators were assumed to comply with BAAQMD permitting requirements. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million. As a worst case analysis, it was conservatively assumed the two generators each associated with the retail and office buildings, respectively, could potentially be permitted by a separate entity than the permit held by the arena operator and that therefore three separate permits could be required, each allowing an increased cancer risk of up to 10 in one million. Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that increased cancer risk associated with the five proposed generators could be up to 30 in one million and no refined health risk modeling was conducted for the emergency generators.


Meteorological Data. Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For the HRA, meteorological data collected and processed by BAAQMD
 at the Mission Bay station were used.
 The Mission Bay station is less than 1 mile west of the project site. 


Source Configurations – Construction. Emitting activities were modeled between 7 a.m. and 1 a.m., seven days a week to reflect the duration of construction activities. 


Source Configurations – Operation. Emissions from project-generated traffic were modeled 24 hours a day, with an hour-of-day temporal profile reflecting the fluctuation of traffic volume in San Francisco County, extracted from EMFAC 2011. Actual emission factors were generated by EMFAC2011 for the project-generated traffic increment.


Source Parameters – Construction. At any given time there would be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. Each construction phase was modeled as a series of adjacent area sources, the dimensions of which varied depending on the sources considered. Off-site vehicles (trucks and worker trips going to and from construction zones) were included in the area sources. 



Source Parameters – Operation. The proposed project would include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. According to the BAAQMD,
 non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that can be excluded from the CEQA process. The project would also include five stationary emergency diesel engines which would require stationary source permits. These generators would require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have up to three different owners, resulting in three separate permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a total potential risk of 30 in one million associated with project generators.



PM2.5 impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate maximum impacts. Using the concentration estimates from SCREEN3, a human health risk analysis was conducted at distances from the project site representing the residential and hospital receptors.



More specific details on the health risk and PM2.5 calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ.


Exposure to PM2.5


Table 5.4-10 shows the results of the risk assessment for exposure to PM2.5 during construction at the maximally impacted receptor. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone standard for PM2.5 is an annual average standard, and because construction and operational activities would not overlap, only the construction PM2.5 concentrations are added to the background PM2.5 concentrations to determine whether construction of the project would result in the project vicinity meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria. As shown in Table 5.4-10, cumulative PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 significance threshold. Thus, localized PM2.5 impacts from construction activities at sensitive receptor locations would be less than significant.


Table 5.4-10
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors


			Source


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053






			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8./8.6


			8.9/ 8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			0.032


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Project, Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Following completion of construction activities, the proposed project’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are quantified in Table 5.4-10. As shown in this table, maximum cumulative (background plus project) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3 for the proposed project. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed 10 µg/m3. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and construction and operational PM2.5 emissions would be less than significant. 


Cancer Risk 



The results of the risk assessment are presented in Table 5.4-11 below for both the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios, the latter of which assumes the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 engines with NOx VDECS) with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above under Impact AQ-1. Table 5.4-11 shows that under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated project conditions, a significant impact. The proposed project’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million, and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 37 
in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. 



Table 5.4-11
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors



			Source


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower 
Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-3, Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants



Both construction and operation of the proposed project would generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants, including DPM. The project-specific HRA conducted indicated that without mitigation, the project—including both construction and operational impacts added to the existing background levels— would exceed significance thresholds for increased cancer risk for off-site receptors; concentrations of PM2.5 emissions would not exceed significance thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above for Impact AQ-1, impacts related to increased cancer risk would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation. 



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Comparison of Impact AQ-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR qualitatively assessed operational health risk impacts and identified this impact as potentially significant. The FSEIR identified four mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures F.3, F.4, F.5, and F.6) to reduce impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants, but in the absence of specific development proposals at that time, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Only one of the four FSEIR mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3 requires the applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources. As a permit will be required for the five proposed backup diesel generators, the applicant would be required to comply with FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.4 requires establishing a meteorological station in Mission Bay; this measure has already been implemented and information from this meteorological station was used in to conduct the HRA prepared for this SEIR. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.5 requires reducing exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene and other toxic contaminants. Dry cleaning operations primarily emit evaporative emissions of perchloroethylene. However, BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 16 required that all co-residential (sharing a wall, floor, ceiling or is in the same building as a residential unit) dry cleaners cease use of perchloroethylene on July 1, 2010. Additionally, all other dry cleaners must phase out use of perchloroethylene by January 1, 2023. Therefore, due to current regulations, dry cleaning facilities are not anticipated to result in substantial, long term health risks to sensitive populations in San Francisco, and this measure is no longer applicable. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.6 requires the creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources; this measure does not apply to the proposed project because although only TAC sources (diesel generators) would be located in the garage, the nearest child care facility (UCSF Child Care Center) is located over 1,300 feet to the west and the nearest school (Daniel Webster Elementary) is located over 2,000 feet to the southwest of the proposed project. BAAQMD generally recognizes a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from standard TAC sources as sufficient to avoid health impacts relative to CEQA. 



Therefore, because the project's impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.



_________________________



Consistency with Clean Air Plan



Impact AQ-4: The proposed project could conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The most recently adopted air quality plan in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2010). The 2010 CAP is a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the State one-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable, and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The control strategy includes stationary source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the State one-hour ozone standard.


BAAQMD guidance states that lead agencies should consider three questions in assessing consistency with the 2010 CAP: (1) Would the project support the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan? (2) Does the project include applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan? and (3) Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan? 



Support the Primary Goals of the CAP. The first of these questions is whether a project would support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP, which include:



· Attainment of air quality standards;



· Reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area; and



· Reducing greenhouse gases and protecting the climate.



With respect attainment of air quality standards, several mitigation measures are identified to reduce criteria air pollutants from both construction and operations. These include Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization, which would reduce construction-related ozone precursor NOx emissions by 62 percent. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to decrease vehicle trips) would promote additional transportation demand strategies beyond those included in the proposed project, while Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would offset both construction-related and operational ROG and NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, as addressed in Impact AQ-3, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce increased cancer risks from construction such that these risks would be below significance thresholds, thereby reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area. 



The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs is discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As stated in that discussion, the proposed project would be substantially compliant with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and thus would not result in any significant impacts associated with an increase in GHGs or conflict with measures adopted for the purpose of reducing such emissions. 



The other two questions to be considered are:



· Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality plan?



· Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any air quality plan control measures?



Applicable Control Measures from the CAP. To meet the primary goals, the Clean Air Plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary‐ and area‐source measures, mobile‐source measures, transportation control measures, land‐use measures, and energy and climate measures. The Clean Air Plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into communities where goods and services are located nearby and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the Clean Air Plan includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the SFBAAB.


The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and climate control measures. 



The compact urban development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options would ensure that event center attendees and employees could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 13,691 net new daily vehicle trips (weekday with concert event) during the operational phase would result in an increase in air pollutant emissions. 


Transportation control measures that are identified in the Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.



Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would incorporate a TDM program. Compliance with these requirements would ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan and supports the Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M‑AQ-2a, Reduce Operational Emissions, and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would promote additional strategies to reduce vehicle trips beyond those incorporated in the project, further supporting the Clean Air Plan's goals.


The proposed project includes sustainability measures that would serve to implement control measures of the 2010 CAP, including the land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures of the 2010 CAP. The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards. This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 


Disruption or Hindrance of CAP Control Measures. Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive parking beyond City parking requirements. The proposed project would maintain the existing character of the project site, which is a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain — on the east side of the roadway — a two-way cycletrack (bike path). Thus, the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan.



Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions), and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-4



The project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP, assuming implementation of mitigation measures, which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds in addition to project-specific measures to reduce pollutant emissions. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures as well as the transportation demand management measures incorporated in the proposed project. The proposed project would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emissions Offsets (see Impact AQ-2, above)



FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)



Comparison of Impact AQ-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified Clean Air Plan consistency as a significant and unavoidable impact. This conclusion was based on: (1) the increase in population (819,500) would exceed that assumed in the Clean Air Plan at the time (795,800 in 2015); and (2) the increase in VMT was greater than the increase in population. No mitigation measures were identified with respect to this impact but presumably these would be the same as the operational air pollutant measures.



Based on the updated approach to analysis for the proposed project, the impact conclusion for the proposed project would have a less severe impact than what was identified in the FSEIR (i.e., less than significant with mitigation), and the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified.



_________________________



Cumulative Impacts



Impact C-AQ-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.
 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-2b, the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions (Impacts AQ‐1 and AQ-2) could be mitigated to below the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b represents the lead agency's efforts to use offsets as air quality mitigation, and although offsets would be implemented though a known verifiable program well established by the BAAQMD, implementation of the mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project sponsor. Thus, the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and therefore, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures identified for Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and the cumulative impact is also considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


As discussed above, the project site is not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Impact AQ-3 addresses health risk exposures from TACs resulting from both construction and operation of the proposed project and adds them to the cumulative existing contributions of risks from TACs and PM2.5 concentrations. The analysis then compares these cumulative totals to thresholds developed for the purposes of a cumulative impacts analysis. The HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 mixed use developments would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance. CARB has found that a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from ground-level toxic sources is sufficient to return TAC concentrations to urban background levels.
 Thus, cumulative impacts from the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 developments would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is a cumulative health risk analysis, and as discussed above, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, this impact is less than significant with mitigation.


Summary of Impact C-AQ-1



The analysis of construction-related and operational criteria pollutant impacts (Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2, respectively) assess whether the proposed project would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and localized air quality impacts. The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets (see Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2)


FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)


Regarding local health risks and hazards, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 health risk impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact C-AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative criteria air pollutant emissions were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the significant and unavoidable finding at a project level. 



Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same , the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


�	In 2006, USEPA updated its air toxics rule for dry cleaners that requires operators to control percloroethylene (perc) emissions at individual dry cleaners. The rule includes a phase-out of perc use at dry cleaners located in residential buildings by December 21, 2022, along with requirements that already have reduced perc emissions at other dry cleaners.



�	http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwinddir.html#CALIFORNIA, accessed on February 19, 2014.



�	California Air Resources, Board, “Recent Research Findings: Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air Pollution,” November 2007. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E



�	PM10 and PM2.5 are sampled every sixth day; therefore, actual days over the standard can be estimated to be six times the numbers listed in the table.



� 	San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effect from Intra-urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008, p. 7. Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Air/default.asp. Accessed April 15, 2013.



�	CARB, Recommended Area Designations for the 2010 Nitrogen Dioxide Standards, Technical Support Document, January 2011, http://www.airquality.org/plans/federal/no2/NO2Enclosure_1.pdf . Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines, p. B-2. 



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and�%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20CEQA%20Guidelines%20May%202011.ashx; p. C-16.



�	U.S. EPA,2010a, Fact Sheet: Revisions to the Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standard, Monitoring Network, and Data Reporting Requirements for Sulfur Dioxide, June 2, 2010; http://www.epa.gov/air/sulfurdioxide/pdfs/�20100602fs.pdf



�	BAAQMD, 2012 Air Monitoring Network Plan, July 2013, www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Technical-Services/�Ambient-Air-Monitoring/AAMN-Plan.aspx; p. 30



�	U.S. EPA, 2010b, Fact Sheet Revisions to Lead Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Requirements, http://www.epa.gov/�air/lead/pdfs/Leadmonitoring_FS.pdf, accessed October 13, 2014.



�	U.S. EPA, Fact Sheet Revisions to Lead Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Requirements, http://www.epa.gov/�air/lead/pdfs/Leadmonitoring_FS.pdf, accessed March 3, 2011.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2014. Website: sparetheair.org/Stay-Informed/Todays-Air-Quality/Air-Quality-Index.aspx.



�	In general, a health risk assessment is required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs.



�	SFDPH, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 



�	California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998.



�	AERMOD is the USEPA’s preferred/recommended steady state air dispersion plume model. For more information on AERMOD and to download the AERMOD Implementation Guide see www.epa.gov/ttn/�scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod (accessed May 20, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, San Francisco Department of Public Health, and San Francisco Planning Department, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, December 2012. Available online at ftp.baaqmd.gov/pub/CARE/SFCRRP/ SF_CRRP_Methods_and_Findings _v9.pdf Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. Accessed January 29, 2015. 



�	BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67.



�	54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989.



�	BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	CARB, California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2009 Edition, Table 5-44 and Figure 5-12, http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/chap509.htm, accessed May 16, 2011. 



�	This calculated cancer risk value from ambient air exposure in the Bay Area can be compared against the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with cancer in the United States, from all causes, which is more than 40 percent (based on a sampling of 17 regions nationwide), or greater than 400,000 in one million, according to the American Cancer Society. (American Cancer Society, “ last revised Sept. 5, 2013, available online at http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancerbasics/lifetime-probability-of-developing-or-dying-from-cancer.)



�	Pollution Engineering, New Clean Diesel Fuel Rules Start. July, 2006 Available online at http://www.pollutionengineering.com/articles/85480-new-clean-diesel-fuel-rules-start. Accessed April 15, 2013.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.Accessed February 25, 2015.



�	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.



�	BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12.



�	San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Agency, Chained Activity Modeling Process version 4.3.0, Average Daily Traffic Volumes, provided to ESA August 2, 2012.



�	“Marginal nonattainment area” means an area that has a design value of 0.076 up to but not including 0.086 ppm. A design value is the mathematically determined pollutant concentration at a particular site that must be reduced to, or maintained at or below the National Ambient Air Quality Standard to assume attainment.



�	California Air Resources Board. Memorandum Re: Carl Moyer Program: Review and Update of the Cost-Effectiveness Limit and Capital Recovery Factors for 2015. March 27, 2015. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/mailouts/msc1509/msc1509.pdf. Accessed April 24, 2015. 



�	BAAQMD, 2010 Clean Air Plan. Available online at http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans/Clean-Air-Plans.aspx Accessed on April 15, 2013.



�	San Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality Element of the San Francisco General Plan, July 1997, updated in 2000.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, page 17, October 2009.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, page 16, October 2009.



�	Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006. Available online at wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf (accessed February 16, 2012).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 27.



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.



�	San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. This assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on health protective criteria PM2.5 and excess cancer risk. These areas warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit toxic air contaminants (TACs) or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. 



� San Francisco is currently in the process of preparing a Community Risk Reduction Plan. Extensive modeling has been conducted and is documented in The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation. This modeling provides the technical basis for development of the Community Risk Reduction Plan. 



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance, May 3, 2010. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/�Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed_Thresholds_Report_%20May_3_2010_Final.ashx?la=en (accessed November 20, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp. 227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/HandbookGroundLevelOzone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=pubs.aqiguideozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx (accessed April, 23, 2015).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014).



�	Construction emissions would not overlap with operational emissions. Therefore, funding the implementation of an emissions reduction project prior to the commencement of construction activities would sufficiently offset both the construction and operational emissions from the project. 



�	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm 



�	City of Oakland, Draft Environmental Impact Report for Coliseum Area Specific Plan August 22, 2014.



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp.227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/Handbook GroundLevel Ozone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014)



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm? action= pubs.aqiguid eozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/ Communications ‐and ‐Outreach/ Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed April 23, 2015).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications‐and‐Outreach/Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Quality‐Summaries.aspx (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014.



�	CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010. p.218



�	The following equation is used to calculated the Weighted Emissions Reductions: Weighted Emissions Reductions= NOx reductions (tons/year)+ROG Reductions (tons/year) +(20 x (PM Reductions (tons/year))).



�	CITE MITIGATION AGREEMENT



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, � HYPERLINK "http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm" \l "inuse_or_category" �http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category�.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 



�	California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6. 



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, User's Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Emissions Monitoring and Analysis Division, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-454/B-03-001, September 2004.



�	BAAQMD processed the data using AERMET 12345.



�	The ESA Air Quality Technical Report Scope of Work approved by the San Francisco EP suggested using this meteorological station. 



�	BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at : http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Risk%20Modeling%20�Approach%20May%202012.ashx?la=en



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.







�Shouldn’t this be a reference to FN 4?



�I do not think this document is on DPH’s website anymore. Perhaps include a copy in the case file instead. 



�My printed version has a weird character after this heading. 



�Add date accessed. 



�May delete this entire section based on discussions with BAAQMD staff and NOT using the Carl Moyer cost effectiveness number. 



�May amend this section to: 1. Remove reference to carl moyer



2. add discussion of vehicle buy-back program and cost effectiveness of that program. 



�I don’t see the harm in also showing or discussing the results if the maximum mitigation is achieved, if this information is easy to add. 



�Did not adequately address previous comment No. 35, regarding mitigation for on-road trucks.  If onroad trucks of MY 2010 are not feasible, we need something in our record to substantiate that. Second, and more importantly, what MY trucks would be feasible?  2009, 2007? The BAAQMD will be looking to see that the mitigation measure addresses onroad vehicles, especially since the onroad vehicle contribution alone is above the significance threshold for NOx. Be prepared for an EIR comment from BAAQMD and potentially including onroad truck mitigation and revising these figures during RTC. 



�No longer applicable to mitigation measure. 



�Identify acronym?



�From BAAQMD: EMFAC2014 was released in Nov. 2014. Shouldn’t the DEIR analysis be based on EMFAC2014?







JR: added text regarding using the latest emissions factors based on the NOP date. Most of the analysis would have been substantially underway in November 2014 anyways.  May want to be prepared to discuss whether the emissions factors from 2011 to 2014 for the equipment estimated are substantially different. 



�This number is 108 in AQ appendix. 



�This text may need to be amended based on discussions with BAAQMD staff. 



�From BAAQMD: The offset figure provided here does not include the “capital recovery factor” at 0.347.  



Also BAAQMD revisions/comments to mitigation measure suggest that the believe construction offsets would be “in addition” to these operational offsets and their revisions reflect this. I have added text in Impact AQ-1 to clarify that construction offsets would not be in addition to the operational offsets because they would be lower and the offset fee paid prior to construction. 



�From BAAQMD: because the amount of ROG and NOx offsets are so precise and both are ozone precursors, BAAQMD staff suggest summing the ROG and NOx offset requirements and allowing for a combination of ozone precursor reductions (17.1 tons- any combination of ROG or NOx). This provides greater flexibility and since they are both ozone precursors, I would tend to agree with this approach. 



�My understanding is that this would be the MMA?



�Mitigation measure may need to be amended. 



�Is this correct? I thought they would be spread over three buildings?



�This figure and the other highlighted figures in this table do not match or are not included in the AQ appendix, including this one. 



�Correct?



�Highlighted figures I this table do not match AQ appendix or are not presented in AQ Appendix. 



�What does the FSEIR conclude about cumulative health risks? Or was there no cumulative health risk discussion. 







OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-1
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-28
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-27
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision




















1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


               
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 6:40 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Michael Keinath; Catherine Mukai; Paul Mitchell
Subject: UCSF comments on alternatives, AQ issues
 
Hi Jessica,
We just received some comments from UCSF, and it includes a couple of AQ questions that
we need your help:


       At page 7-35, the EIR uses 100 per million as the lifetime excess cancer risk at off-site receptors
rather than 10 per million.


       Table 7-17 uses the 10 per million threshold for PM2.5 emissions for an annual average.


Both Michael and Catherine at ENVIRON think that UCSF might have concern because the
City thresholds are not the same as the BAAQMD thresholds.  Can please let us know how to
respond to UCSF's concern, including any additional text needed in the SEIR?


    Thanks,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: RE: ESA DeliverIt
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:39:07 PM


Brett, below are our comments.  Sorry these are arriving a bit after your deadline.
 


1.        On alternatives, other than the No Project Alternative, the other two do not really avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project as the
event center remains the same size and is the main generator of the significant impacts
(see 7.3.2.3), so it is not clear how this constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives as
required by CEQA.


2.        At page 7-12, after saying that the Warriors have indicated that reducing the size of the
event center is not feasible, the analysis goes on to say that it is not certain that reducing
the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic-related
impacts.  It should be analyzed but no effort is made.


3.        At page 7-35, the EIR uses 100 per million as the lifetime excess cancer risk at off-site
receptors rather than 10 per million.


4.        At page 7-50, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be somewhat better for the helipad
operations.


5.        Table 7-17 uses the 10 per million threshold for PM2.5 emissions for an annual average.
6.        At page 7-67, it seems strange to say that the current financial feasibility of the Off-Site


Alternative is unknown as the Warriors were clearly going to build at Piers 30-32 but for
opposition and Prop B.


7.        The conclusion at the top of page 7-68 is not accurate under SB 743 as this is a land use
impact, not an aesthetics impact.


 
Diane
 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: FW: ESA DeliverIt
 
We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft SEIR Alternatives and Variant sections and
submit any comments directly to EP and ESA on or before 9:00 a.m. Tuesday May 26, 2015.  Given
the extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.
 
From: pmitchell@esassoc.com [mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:48 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: ESA DeliverIt
 



mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





Paul Mitchell
ESA |


www.esassoc.com
 
ESA DeliverIt
A file or (files) have been sent to you from Paul Mitchell via ESA DeliverIt.


Please click the link(s) below to access those files and save them locally to your computer/server. Hyperlinks are
not properly displayed using Entourage for Mac OS. A manual copy and paste of the hyperlink could be required
in order to download the file. The link(s) will expire 14 days after the original send date. Be sure to save the files
to their appropriate locations and do not work directly on the open files hosted on DeliverIt as the changes will not
be saved. If you have any troubles retrieving the files, please let us know.


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf ,
7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx ,
8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx


This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you
have received this message by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of
this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please request a hard-copy version
from the sender. DeliverIt is a file transmission service provided by ESA to enhance team collaboration and facilitate the
exchange of project information. Learn more about our work that matters at www.esassoc.com.



file:////c/www.esassoc.com
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http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=TBd2a4BqIGbl2c352Fyr&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=O02NeNGIuo5k7sE5b113&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=704Lq7SHpyI65K0E21G9&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

http://deliverit.esassoc.com/download.aspx?strID=5062523R7P21ED2X7xnb&strFile=Wa5v8eFHDpwTLC1nCELQ&strRecipient=brett.bollinger@sfgov.org
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath
Subject: GSW AQ section, project impacts
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:56:09 AM
Attachments: 5-04_Air Quality_GSW MB ADSEIR3.doc


Hi Jessica,
Attached for your review is the latest (and definitely greatest) version of the AQ
section, which incorporates updated calculations from Rambol Environs, including a
slight reduction in the offset emissions fee. It also includes your footnote on the
methodology for health risks.


The Alternatives section will follow shortly.  Would you prefer to see the entire
chapter, or just the AQ sections?


Thank you, again, for all the help on this project.


Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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5.4 Air Quality



5.1.1 Introduction



This section discusses the existing air quality conditions in the project area, presents the regulatory framework for air quality management, and analyzes the potential for the proposed project to affect existing air quality conditions, both regionally and locally, due to activities that emit criteria and non-criteria air pollutants. It also analyzes the types and quantities of emissions that would be generated on a temporary basis due to proposed construction activities as well as those generated over the long term due to proposed operation of project elements. The analysis determines whether those emissions are significant in relation to applicable air quality standards and identifies feasible mitigation measures for significant adverse impacts. The section also includes an analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. The potential for odor impacts was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which found that the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odor impacts are not addressed in this SEIR. Emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from the proposed project’s potential impacts on climate change and the state’s goals for greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 are presented and discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.


The analysis in this section is based on a review of existing air quality conditions in the region and air quality regulations administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). This analysis includes methodologies identified in the updated BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).


5.1.2 Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Section



5.4.2.1 FSEIR Setting



The air quality setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today in terms of air quality conditions, the regulatory environment, and in the level of available information with respect to health risks and hazards. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR, localized concentrations of criteria air pollutants were higher than what are monitored today as many of the regulatory improvements implemented since then have improved air quality conditions. As an example, the FSEIR reported that carbon monoxide standards were occasionally exceeded in San Francisco and that particulate emission standards were regularly exceeded in San Francisco. Since 1998, the effect of reformulated gasoline and other regulatory changes has resulted in no carbon monoxide violations in the past 15 years and a reduction in the number of violations of the particulate matter standard despite subsequent strengthening of the ambient particulate standards. 



In 1998 when the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, the BAAQMD had published CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, however, those guidelines differed substantially from the BAAQMD guidelines published in 2012 and used in this SEIR. For example, the earlier guidelines did not recommend quantification of construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants. 


5.4.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures



Air quality impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as a part of the over 300-acre area analyzed in the Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact from operational vehicle emissions, while criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources were identified as less than significant due to new source review requirements. Mitigation Measure F.1 was identified to reduce vehicle trips associated with development, although the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged that reduction of vehicle emissions below thresholds was not reasonably attainable because projected emissions were so far above the thresholds. Mitigation Measure F.1 essentially implemented Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation analysis:



· E.46: Establishment of Transportation Management Organizations



· E.47: Transportation System Management Plan 



· E.48: Constrain parking at UCSF



· E.49: Good faith efforts to assist in implementation of ferry service 


· E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours.


The impact analysis also included modeling of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations for 13 intersections in the project area. While modeling indicated that several of these intersections would potentially experience CO concentrations in excess of state and federal standards under existing plus project conditions, modeling under future year (2015) plus project conditions indicated that these violations would not be realized in the future due to planned improvements in the vehicle fleet and reformulated gasoline. 



The Plan-level impact analysis conducted in the Mission Bay FSEIR assessed the consistency of population increases from development under the entire proposed plan with the growth assumptions of the applicable Clean Air Plan at the time, the ’97 Clean Air Plan. This analysis identified a significant Plan-level air quality impact as population growth under the Plan would have exceeded that of the ’97 Clean Air Plan. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified air pollutant emissions from construction and demolition activities as a less-than-significant air quality impact with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, which requires a menu of 14 particulate emission control measures.



Operational health risk impacts were identified as potentially significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR and mitigation was identified, but because of lack of a specific development proposal, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures for impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) during project operations include the following:



· F.3: Require applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources.


· F.4: Establish meteorological station in Mission Bay. 


· F.5: Reduce exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene
 and other toxic contaminants.



· F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources. 


5.1.3 Setting



5.4.3.1 Climate and Meteorology



The project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The air basin’s moderate climate steers storm tracks away from the region for much of the year, although storms generally affect the region from November through April. San Francisco’s proximity to the onshore breezes stimulated by the Pacific Ocean provide for generally very good air quality in the project area. 



Temperatures in the project area average in the mid-50s annually, generally ranging from the low 40s on winter mornings to mid-70s during summer afternoons. Daily and seasonal oscillations of temperature are small because of the moderating effects of the nearby San Francisco Bay. In contrast to the steady temperature regime, rainfall is highly variable and confined almost exclusively to the “rainy” period from November through April. Precipitation may vary widely from year to year as a shift in the annual storm track of a few hundred miles can mean the difference between a very wet year and drought conditions. 



Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants regionally. The project area lies within the Peninsula climatological subregion. Marine air traveling through the Golden Gate is a dominant weather factor affecting dispersal of air pollutants within the region. Wind measurements collected on the San Francisco mainland indicate a prevailing wind direction from the west and an average annual wind speed of 10.3 miles per hour.
 Increased temperatures create the conditions in which ozone formation can increase.



5.4.3.2 Ambient Air Quality – Criteria Air Pollutants



As required by the 1970 federal Clean Air Act, the USEPA initially identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. USEPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by developing specific public-health-based and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants originally identified by USEPA. Since that time, subsets of particulate matter have been identified for which permissible levels have been established. These include particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5).



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction for regulating air quality within the nine county SFBAAB. The region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area. Table 5.4-1 presents a five-year summary for the period 2010 to 2014 of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations, collected at the air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the BAAQMD at 16th and Arkansas Streets (Potrero Hill), approximately one half mile west of the project site. Table 5.4-1 also compares measured pollutant concentrations with the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (state or federal). Concentrations shown in bold indicate an exceedance of the standard.


Ozone



Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG, also sometimes referred to as volatile organic compounds or VOC by some regulating agencies) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay Area, automobiles are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema. 



Table 5.4-1 shows that, according to published data, the most stringent applicable standards for ozone (state 1-hour standard of 9 parts per hundred million [pphm] and the federal 8-hour standard of 8 pphm) were not exceeded in San Francisco between 2010 and 2014.



Carbon Monoxide (CO)



CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, nausea, dizziness, and fatigue; impair central nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal. As shown in Table 5.4-1, the more stringent state CO standards were not exceeded between 2010 and 2014. Measurements of CO indicate hourly maximums ranging between 9 to 10 percent of the more stringent state standard, and maximum 8-hour CO levels that are approximately 11 to 16 percent of the allowable 8-hour standard.



Table 5.4-1
Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2010–2014)



			Pollutant


			Most Stringent Applicable
Standard


			Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Concentrations Measureda





			


			


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013


			2014





			Ozone


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>9 pphmb


			8


			7


			7


			7


			8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>7 pphmc


			5


			5


			5


			6


			7





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>20 ppmb


			1.8


			1.8


			2.0


			1.8


			1.8





			 ‑ Days 8‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 8‑Hour Concentration (ppm)


			>9 ppmb


			1.4


			1.2


			1.2


			1.4


			1.0





			Suspended Particulates (PM10)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>50 µg/m3 b


			40


			46


			51


			44


			36





			Suspended Particulates (PM2.5)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 24‑Hour Standard Exceededd


			


			1


			3


			2


			1


			2





			 ‑ Maximum 24‑Hour Concentration (µg/m3)


			>35 µg/m3 e


			36


			45


			47


			36


			49





			 ‑ Annual Average (µg/m3)


			>12 µg/m3 b, c


			9.7


			10.5


			9.5


			8.2


			10.1





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			


			


			


			


			


			





			 ‑ Days 1‑Hour Standard Exceeded


			


			0


			0


			1


			0


			0





			 ‑ Maximum 1‑Hour Concentration (pphm)


			>10 pphmc


			9


			9


			12


			7


			8








NOTES:




Bold values are in excess of applicable standard. 




ppm = parts per million; pphm = parts per hundred million 




µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter




ND = No data or insufficient data.



a
Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for particulate matter. PM10 and PM2.5 are monitored every six days and therefore the number of days exceeded is out of approximately 60 annual samples.


b
State standard, not to be exceeded.



c
Federal standard, not to be exceeded.



d
Based on a sampling schedule of one out of every six days, for a total of approximately 60 samples per year.



e
Federal standard was reduced from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006.






SOURCE:
BAAQMD, Bay Area Air Pollution Summary, 209 – 2014. Available online at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/
Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx. Accessed April 21, 2015.



Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)



Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne particles from man-made and natural sources. Particulate matter is measured in two size ranges: PM10 for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5 for particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the air basin’s particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as construction are other sources of such fine particulates. These fine particulates are small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and can cause adverse health effects. According to the CARB, studies in the United States and elsewhere “have demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital admissions, emergency room visits, and asthma attacks,” and studies of children’s health in California have demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in children.” The CARB also reports that statewide attainment of particulate matter standards could prevent thousands of premature deaths, lower hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and asthma-related emergency room visits, and avoid hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory illness in California.
 Among the criteria pollutants that are regulated, particulates appear to represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As long ago as 1999, the BAAQMD was reporting, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, that studies had shown that elevated particulate levels contribute to the death of approximately 200 to 500 people per year in the Bay Area. High levels of particulate matter can exacerbate chronic respiratory ailments, such as bronchitis and asthma, and have been associated with increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions.



Table 5.4-1 shows that an exceedance of the state PM10 standard occurred on one monitored occasion between 2010 and 2014 in San Francisco. It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM10 standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) was exceeded on up to 6 days per year between 2010 and 2014.
 It is estimated that the state 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded on up to 48 days per year between 2010 and 2014.4 The federal state annual average standard was not exceeded between 2010 and 2014.



PM2.5 is of particular concern because epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near freeways and high-traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children.



Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



NO2 is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. Table 5.4.1 shows that the current state standard for NO2 is being met in San Francisco. In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour NO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. Currently, the CARB is recommending that the Bay Area air basin be designated as an attainment area for the new standard.
 This new federal standard was exceeded on one day at the San Francisco station between 2010 and 2014.


Table 5.4-2
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status



			Pollutant


			Averaging Time


			State (SAAQsa)


			Federal (NAAQSb)





			


			


			Standard


			Attainment Status


			Standard


			Attainment Status





			Ozone


			1 hour


			0.09 ppm


			N


			NA


			See Note c





			


			8 hour


			0.07 ppm


			Nd


			0.075 ppm


			N/Marginal





			Carbon Monoxide (CO)


			1 hour


			20 ppm


			A


			35 ppm


			A





			


			8 hour


			9 ppm


			A


			9 ppm


			A





			Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)


			1 hour


			0.18 ppm


			A


			0.100 ppm


			U





			


			Annual


			0.030 ppm


			NA


			0.053 ppm


			A





			Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)


			1 hour


			0.25 ppm


			A


			0.075


			A





			


			24 hour


			0.04 ppm


			A


			0.14


			A





			


			Annual


			NA


			NA


			0.03 ppm


			A





			Particulate Matter (PM10)


			24 hour


			50 µg/m3


			N


			150 µg/m3


			U





			


			Annuale


			20 µg/m3 f


			N


			NA


			NA





			Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)


			24 hour


			NA


			NA


			35 µg/m3


			N





			


			Annual


			12 µg/m3


			N


			12 µg/m3


			U/A





			Sulfates


			24 hour


			25 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			Lead


			30 day


			1.5 µg/m3


			A


			NA


			NA





			


			Cal. Quarter


			NA


			NA


			1.5 µg/m3


			A





			Hydrogen Sulfide


			1 hour


			0.03 ppm


			U


			NA


			NA





			Visibility-Reducing Particles


			8 hour


			See Note g


			U


			NA


			NA








NOTES: 




A = Attainment; N = Nonattainment; U = Unclassified; NA = Not Applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 



a
SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1‑hour and 24‑hour), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility‑reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.



b
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8‑hour ozone standard is attained when the three‑year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24‑hour PM10 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The 24‑hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the three‑year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.



c
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) revoked the national 1‑hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.



d
This state 8‑hour ozone standard was approved in April 2005 and became effective in May 2006.



e
State standard = annual geometric mean; national standard = annual arithmetic mean.



f
In June 2002, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.



g
Statewide visibility‑reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10‑mile nominal visual range.



SOURCE:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Standards and Attainment Status, 2015, http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm, accessed October 13 2014; and U.S. EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2012, http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html, accessed October 13, 2014. 



The USEPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2 concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new near-roadway monitoring sites are required in California, three of which will be in the Bay Area. These monitors are planned for Berkeley, Oakland, and San Jose. The Oakland station commenced operation in February 2014 and the San Jose station commenced in March of 2015 while the Berkeley station is expected to be operational in summer 2015. The new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations in the future. The CARB will revise the area designation recommendations, as appropriate, once the new monitoring data become available.



Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can cause health effects at high concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.,
 Pollutant trends suggest that the air basin currently meets and will continue to meet the state standard for SO2 for the foreseeable future.


In 2010, the USEPA implemented a new 1-hour SO2 standard presented in Table 5.4-2. The USEPA has initially designated the SFBAAB as an attainment area for SO2. Similar to the new federal standard for NO2, the USEPA has established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure SO2 concentrations beginning in January 2013.
 No additional SO2 monitors are required for the Bay Area because the BAAQMD jurisdiction has never been designated as non-attainment for SO2 and no State Implementation Plans or maintenance plans have been prepared for SO2.



Lead



Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses, cars), smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which put children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California. On October 15, 2008, the USEPA strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by lowering it from 1.5 μg/m3 to 0.15 μg/m3. The USEPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010.
 These requirements focus on airports and large urban areas resulting in an increase in 76 monitors nationally.
 Lead monitoring stations in the Bay Area are located at Palo Alto Airport, Reid-Hillview Airport (San Jose), and San Carlos Airport. Non-airport locations for lead monitoring are Redwood City and San Jose.



Air Quality Index 


The USEPA developed the Air Quality Index (AQI) scale to make the public health impacts of air pollution concentrations easily understandable. The AQI, much like an air quality “thermometer,” translates daily air pollution concentrations into a number on a scale between 0 and 500. The numbers in the scale are divided into six color-coded ranges, with numbers 0-300 as outlined below.


· Green (0-50) indicates “good” air quality. No health impacts are expected when air quality is in the green range.



· Yellow (51-100) indicates air quality is “moderate.” Unusually sensitive people should consider limited prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Orange (101-150) indicates air quality is “unhealthy for sensitive groups.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should limit outdoor exertion.



· Red (151-200) indicates air quality is “unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit prolonged outdoor exertion.



· Purple (201-300) indicates air quality is “very unhealthy.” Active children and adults, and people with respiratory disease, such as asthma, should avoid prolonged outdoor exertion; everyone else, especially children, should limit outdoor exertion. 



The AQI numbers refer to specific amounts of pollution in the air. They are based on the federal air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. In most cases, the federal standard for these air pollutants corresponds to the number 100 on the AQI chart. If the concentration of any of these pollutants rises above its respective standard, it can be unhealthy for the public. In determining the air quality forecast, local air districts, including the BAAQMD, use the anticipated concentration measurements for each of the major pollutants, convert them into AQI numbers, and determine the highest AQI for each zone in a district.


Readings below 100 on the AQI scale would not typically affect the health of the general public (although readings in the moderate range of 50 to 100 may affect unusually sensitive people). Levels above 300 rarely occur in the United States, and readings above 200 have not occurred in the Bay Area in decades.
 Historical BAAQMD data indicate that the SFBAAB experienced air quality in the Red level (unhealthy) on two days between the years 2009 to 2013. As shown in Table 5.4-3, the SFBAAB had a total of 19 orange-level (unhealthy for sensitive groups) days in 2009, 14 days in 2010, 12 days in 2011, 8 days in 2012, and 15 days 2013. 



Table 5.4-3
Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin


			AQI Statistics for City of San Francisco


			Number of Days by Year





			


			2009


			2010


			2011


			2012


			2013





			Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups (Orange) 


			19


			14


			12


			8


			15





			Unhealthy (Red) 


			0


			1


			0


			0


			1





			SOURCE:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2014.








5.4.3.3 Toxic Air Contaminants and Local Health Risks and Hazards


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 



Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment (HRA) is an analysis which estimates human health exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, provides quantitative estimates of health risks.
 



Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that people in residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.
 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.
 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.


San Francisco Modeling of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from vehicles, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling was conducted using AERMOD
 to assess the emissions from the following primary sources: roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime sources, and Caltrain. Emissions of PM10 (DPM is assumed equivalent to PM10), PM2.5, and total organic gases (TOG) were modeled on a 20 meter by 20 meter receptor grid covering the entire City. The results represent a comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout the City. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air pollution is available in the document entitled, The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation.
 


Model results identified areas in the City with poor air quality, termed "Air Pollutant Exposure Zones," based on the following health‐protective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for those San Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP Codes 94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130). In these areas, the standard for identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 9 µg/m3. Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at about 500 feet from a freeway.



The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.


Fine Particulate Matter


In April 2011, the USEPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, USEPA staff concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 



Excess Cancer Risk


The 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criterion discussed above is based on USEPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.
 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,
 the USEPA states that it “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling.



In addition to monitoring criteria pollutants, both the BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring networks in the SFBAAB. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on the specific station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been found in the highest concentrations in ambient air and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk. The nearest BAAQMD ambient TAC monitoring station to the project area is the station at 16th and Arkansas Streets in San Francisco. Table 5.4-4 shows ambient concentrations of carcinogenic TACs measured at the Arkansas Street station, approximately one half mile west of the project site. The estimated cancer risk from a lifetime exposure (70 years) to these substances is also reported in the table. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient concentrations of various TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC concentrations in San Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated average lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San Francisco station do not appear to be any greater than for the Bay Area as a region.



Table 5.4-4
2013 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic toxic air contaminants Measured at BAAQMD Monitoring Station, 
10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco



			Substance


			Concentration


			Cancer Risk per Milliona





			Gaseous TACs


			(ppb)


			





			Acetaldehyde


			0.56


			3





			Benzene


			0.20


			19





			1,3-Butadiene


			0.036


			13





			Carbon Tetrachloride


			0.085


			23





			Formaldehyde


			1.37


			10





			Perchloroethylene


			0.012


			0.5





			Methylene Chloride


			0.124


			0.4





			Chloroform


			0.023


			0.6





			Trichloroethylene


			0.01


			0.1





			Particulate TACs


			(ng/m3)


			





			Chromium (Hexavalent) 


			0.053


			8





			Total Risk for All TACs


			


			77.6








NOTES:




TACs = toxic air contaminants; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; ppb = part per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter.



a
Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.



SOURCE:
California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Toxics Summary-2013, available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/
sitesubstance.htmlAccesssed February 25, 2015.



Roadway-Related Pollutants



Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle tailpipe emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust through tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people living in proximity to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children. Air pollution monitoring conducted in conjunction with epidemiologic studies has confirmed that roadway-related health effects vary with modeled exposure to particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide. In traffic-related studies, the additional non‑cancer health risk attributable to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the roadway and was strongest within 300 feet.
 As a result, the CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted amendments to the Health Code (discussed below under “Regulatory Framework”), by adding Article 38 (amended in 2014) requiring urban infill sensitive use projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to address air pollution hazards through design and ventilation requirements. 



Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)



The CARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. The CARB estimated average Bay Area cancer risk from exposure to diesel particulate, based on a population-weighted average ambient diesel particulate concentration, is about 480 in one million, as of 2000, which is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant routinely measured in the region. The statewide risk from DPM as determined by the CARB declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in 1995; by 2000, CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 540 in one million.
,



In 2000, the CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from both new and existing diesel‐fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent CARB regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in 2007 would have the same particulate exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.
 The regulation is anticipated to result in an 80-percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 as compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Despite notable emission reductions, the CARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses. The CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other considerations, including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks, and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, the CARB’s position is that infill development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.



Contaminated Soil



The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.1a through J.1k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The potential for exposure impacts from contaminated soil was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 120), which found that compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels. 


Naturally Occurring Asbestos



The potential for exposure impacts from naturally occurring asbestos was addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS, page 115), which found that this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in the Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM), including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and the measure could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.



5.4.3.4 Sensitive Receptors



Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Population subgroups sensitive to the health effects of air pollutants include: the elderly and the young; population subgroups with higher rates of respiratory disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and populations with other environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as children, adults, and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings, schools, day care centers, hospitals, and senior-care facilities. Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to ensure the health and well-being of their employees.



The proximity of sensitive receptors to motor vehicles is an air pollution concern, especially in San Francisco where building setbacks are limited and roadway volumes are higher than most other parts of the Bay Area. Vehicles also contribute to particulates by generating road dust and through tire wear.


The closest (within 1,000 feet) sensitive receptors to the project site are inventoried in Table 5.4-5. As shown in Table 5.4-5, sensitive receptors include residential uses north and west of the project site (including UCSF Hearst Tower) and the new UCSF Hospital located to the southwest. The nearest day care facility is on the UCSF Mission Bay campus 1,300 feet to the west. Other residential uses to the south are over 1,000 feet away, south of Mariposa Street. None of the receptors in Table 5.4-5 are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, nor are there any sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site that are located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 



Table 5.4-5
Sensitive Receptors in the Project site vicinity


			Receptor Type 


			Distance and Direction from the Project Site 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), Block 22 


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			300 feet southwest








SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015


5.4.3.5 Existing Stationary Sources of Air Pollution



The BAAQMD’s inventory of permitted stationary sources of emissions show eight permitted stationary emission facilities present within or near the 1,000-foot zone of influence of the project site. The sources at these permitted facilities are made up of boilers, stationary diesel engines for back-up power generators or fire water pump engines, which are for emergency use only, and one body shop. The UCSF Mission Bay Campus has the largest number of permitted sources (34) which, besides generators and boilers, also include an ethylene oxide sterilizer. Additionally UCSF has two exempt sources (fume hoods and a methane gas blower). 


5.4.3.6 Major Roadways Contributing to Air Pollution



Third, 16th Street and Mariposa Streets are arterial streets in the existing local roadway system within 1,000-feet of the project site that carry at least 10,000 vehicles in annual average daily traffic based on the City’s SF CHAMP roadway model.
 This traffic contributes to concentrations of PM2.5, DPM, and other air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles near the street level. Both Interstate 280 and the Caltrain rail line are located over 1,000 feet from the project site. Aside from the surrounding major roadways, no other areas of mobile-source activity or otherwise “non-permitted” sources (e.g., railyards, trucking distribution facilities, and high-volume fueling stations) are located within 1,000 feet of the project site.


5.1.4 Regulatory Framework



5.4.4.1 Federal Regulations



The 1970 Clean Air Act (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed.



The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized above in Table 5.4-2. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal standards, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 5.4-1).



There have been changes to the federal regulatory environment with respect to air quality since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a marginal nonattainment area of the national 8‑hour ozone standard.
 The USEPA lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.080 to 0.075 parts per million (ppm) effective May 27, 2008. In April 2012, the USEPA designated the Bay Area as a marginal nonattainment region for the 0.075 ppm ozone standard established in 2008 (USEPA, 2012b). The Bay Area Air Basin is in attainment for other criteria pollutants, with the exception of the 24-hour standards for PM10 and PM2.5, for which the Bay Area is designated as “Unclassified.” “Unclassified” is defined by the Clean Air Act as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant.



5.4.4.2 State Regulations



California Clean Air Act


While the federal Clean Air Act established national ambient air quality standards, individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological problems in California, there is considerable diversity between the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 5.4-2. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are often more stringent. Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the state has adopted an ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 and strengthened the ambient ozone standards.



In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated in Table 5.4-2, the Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “nonattainment” for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area Air Basin is designated as “attainment” for other pollutants.



Toxic Air Contaminants



In 2005, the CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential area for more than five consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than five minutes in any one hour. Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must not turn their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also, state law Senate Bill 352 (SB 352) was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Section 17213 of the Education Code; Section 21151.8 of the Public Resources Code).



The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program)



The Carl Moyer Program is a grant program that reduces air pollution from vehicles and equipment by providing funds to replace or retrofit older equipment or engines with cleaner-than-(U.S. EPA) required engines, equipment, and other sources of air pollution such as ground support equipment at airports. Money collected through the Carl Moyer Program complements California’s regulatory program by providing incentives to effect early or extra emission reductions, especially from emission sources in environmental justice communities and areas disproportionately impacted by air pollution. The Carl Moyer Program funds clean air projects involving a wide variety of vehicles and equipment, including:



· Repower: The replacement of an in-use engine with another, cleaner engine. 



· Retrofit: An emission control system employed exclusively with an in-use engine, vehicle or piece of equipment. 



· New purchases: Vehicles or equipment certified to optional, lower emission standards. 



· Fleet modernization or equipment replacement: The replacement of an older vehicle or piece of equipment that still has remaining useful life with a newer, cleaner vehicle or piece of equipment. The old vehicle/equipment is scrapped. Equipment may include on-road heavy-duty vehicle and off-road equipment replacement as well as emergency vehicles (Fire Apparatus) and lawn and garden equipment replacement. 



· Vehicle retirement (or car scrap): Paying owners of older, more polluting vehicles that still have remaining useful life to voluntarily retire those vehicles earlier than they would have otherwise 



The Carl Moyer program establishes a cost effectiveness standard that a proposed clean air project must meet in order to receive funding under the program. On March 27, 2015, the cost effectiveness limit was updated to $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM in resulting emissions reductions.
 The program has established guidelines and criteria for the funding of emissions reduction projects. The BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB.


5.4.4.3 Regional and Local Regulations and Plans



Bay Area Air Quality Management District



The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the SFBAAB. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations also participate in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the region within federal and state air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the region and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. 



BAAQMD does not have authority to regulate emissions from motor vehicles. Specific rules and regulations adopted by the BAAQMD limit the emissions that can be generated by various stationary sources, and identify specific pollution reduction measures that must be implemented in association with various activities. These rules regulate not only emissions of the six criteria air pollutants, but also TAC emissions sources are subject to these rules and are regulated through the BAAQMD’s permitting process and standards of operation. Through this permitting process, including an annual permit review, the BAAQMD monitors the generation of stationary emissions and uses this information in developing its air quality plans. Any sources of stationary emissions constructed as part of the project would be subject to the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. Both federal and State ozone plans rely heavily upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.



Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million or a chronic or acute hazard index of 1.0. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. These permitting requirements would ensure that the health risks of the project on the environment would be less than significant. 



BAAQMD’s Strategic Incentives Division (SID) provides incentive funding for projects that improve air quality, reduce air quality health impacts and protect the climate. Funding is primarily focused on mobile source projects that reduce or eliminate pollution from cars, trucks, marine vessels, locomotives, agricultural equipment or construction equipment. Since 1992, the SID division has awarded over $400 million in grant funding for cost-effective emission reduction projects and the program oversees approximately 1,000 projects funded by state, federal and local monies every year.


To reduce air pollution, BAAQMD implemented its Vehicle Buy Back Program (VBB). The VBB Program is a voluntary program that takes older vehicles off the road. Under this program, BAAQMD pays $1,000 for an operating and registered 1994 and older vehicle. The vehicles are then scrapped by vehicle dismantlers contracted by BAAQMD. Each vehicle removed from Bay Area roads results in an estimated reduction of 75 pounds of air pollution annually The VBB Program is funded through the Air District's Carl Moyer, Mobile Source Incentive Fund and Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) programs. Eligibility requirements for the Vehicle Buy Back Program include: 



· Vehicle must be 1994 model year or older;


· Vehicle must be currently registered as operable and must be drivable;


· Vehicle must have been registered in the Bay Area for the past 24 months; 



· Vehicles within 60 days of a required smog check must take and pass their smog check.


Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards



Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the most recent Bay Area ozone plan prepared in response to federal air quality planning requirements is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. The State ozone plan has been updated multiple times since certification of the FSEIR.



The 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan was adopted on September 15, 2010, by the BAAQMD, in cooperation with the Bay Area MTC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and ABAG. The primary objectives of the plan are to improve local and regional air quality, protect public health, and minimize climate change impacts. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates and replaces the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the California Clean Air Act to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2010–2012 time frame. The control strategy includes stationary-source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile-source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 Clean Air Plan also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state one-hour ozone standard.



San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element



The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.
 The objectives specified by the City include the following:



Objective 1: Adhere to state and federal air quality standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the Transportation Element of the General Plan.


Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 5: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to emission reductions.



San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance



Since certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, the City has adopted San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6, which collectively constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (adopted in July 2008). The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). For projects over one-half acre, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) prior to issuance of a building permit by the DBI.


Building permits will not be issued without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and contractors responsible for construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of Public Health. 



Dust suppression activities may include watering of all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 



The project site is over 11 acres in size, and therefore the project sponsor would be required to prepare a Dust Control Plan.



San Francisco Health Code Provisions for Urban Infill Development (Article 38)



San Francisco adopted Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, with revisions taking effect in December 2014. The revised code requires that sensitive land use developments within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone incorporate Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 equivalent ventilation systems to remove particulates from outdoor air. This regulation also applies to conversion of uses to a sensitive use (e.g., residential, senior care-facilities, day care centers, etc.). Article 38 would not be applicable to the proposed project because it does not include any sensitive uses.



5.1.5 Impacts and Mitigation Measures



5.4.5.1 Significance Thresholds



For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to air quality if it were to:



· Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



· Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;



· Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);



· Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or



· Result in a cumulative air quality impact in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity.



The complete list of CEQA significance criteria relevant to the air quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 60), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on air quality with respect to odors. Therefore, odors are not addressed in this SEIR. 



5.4.5.2 Approach to Analysis



Air quality analysis conducted for this impact assessment employs the emission factors, models and tools distributed by a variety of agencies including CARB, the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and USEPA. Additionally, the analysis includes methodologies identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2012).



Methodology for Analysis of Impacts



In general, the proposed project would result in two types of air quality impacts. First, the project would result in air pollution through construction activity. Second, the project would generate air pollutants during project operations, due to increased vehicle travel and new stationary sources (i.e., five new diesel emergency generators). This section describes the methodology used to evaluate project impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan, emissions of criteria pollutants, and local health risks and hazards.


Each of these types of direct impacts are in turn separated into impacts from criteria air pollutant emissions, which are generally regional in nature, and impacts associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) and PM2.5, which is a localized health risk. The assessment of criteria air pollutant impacts addresses the second and third bulleted significance thresholds identified above. The assessment of localized health risk and exposure impacts addresses the fourth bulleted significance thresholds identified above. 



Air Quality Plan



The applicable air quality plan is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, which identifies measures to reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of air pollutants; safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest health risk, with an emphasis on protecting the communities most heavily affected by air pollution; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Consistency with the Clean Air Plan can be determined if the project supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan, includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan, and if the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan, the first bulleted significance criterion identified above.



Criteria Air Pollutants



As described above under Regulatory Framework, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or State standards and is designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants, with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment for either the State or federal standards. 


By definition, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non‐attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are considered to contribute to the existing, cumulative air quality conditions. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.



Table 5.4‐6 identifies criteria air pollutant significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.



Table 5.4-6
Criteria Air Pollutant Thresholds



			Pollutant


			Construction Thresholds Average Daily Emissions (pounds per day)


			Operational Thresholds





			


			


			Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)


			Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)





			ROG


			54


			54


			10





			NOx


			54


			54


			10





			PM10


			82 (exhaust)


			82


			15





			PM2.5


			54 (exhaust)


			54


			10





			Fugitive Dust


			Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management Practices


			Not applicable








SOURCE: BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. June 2011. Available at www.baaqmd.gov


The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation is based on the State and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).
 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants that could result in increased health effects.



The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created under the federal Clean Air Act to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of federal health-based ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.



Although the regulations specified above apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects generate ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, energy use, architectural coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the identified thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects. Those projects that would result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions.



Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust
and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.
 The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.
 San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust. This analysis assumes that the project would implement the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which is the basis for determining the significance of air quality impacts due to fugitive dust emissions.



Other Criteria Pollutants


Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited). The transportation analysis indicates that the intersection in the project area with the greatest volumes would be Fifth and Harrison Streets with hourly volumes of 5,432 in year 2040 with the project and convention traffic, which is less than 24,000. Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from the project, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not required.



Local Health Risks and Hazards



In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit TACs. As part of this project, Ramboll Environ conducted a health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed project to provide quantitative estimates of health risks from exposures to TACs.



The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to substantially affect the extent and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
 at sensitive receptor locations. The health protective standards used for determining the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and evidence supporting these standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a Community Risk Reduction Plan.
 The project site is not within an identified health vulnerable zip code; therefore the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 µg/m3, and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that would emit PM2.5 concentration above 0.3 μg/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the BAAQMD considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks.
 For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. Since the project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, the above thresholds apply to the proposed project. 



Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts



As described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the following projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis in this SEIR: University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus; Eastern Neighborhoods Program; Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock); and Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development.


While air quality analyses (both criteria air pollutants and health risk) have been conducted in the completed CEQA documentation for UCSF LRDP and the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, these analyses have not yet been completed for the other two identified projects. However, cumulative air quality analysis may be addressed by assessing whether a project's contribution is cumulatively considerable.



The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is by its nature, a cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present and future projects in the vicinity also have or will contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions.
 As described above, the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s emissions are below the project‐level thresholds, the project would not be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. 


Similarly, the HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized, and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance.
 Thus cumulative impacts from the Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Thus, because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is also a cumulative health risk analysis.



5.4.5.3 Impact Evaluation



Construction


Impact AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


Construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. Construction phases would include demolition, excavation and site preparation, pile installation, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of drill rigs heavy trucks, excavators, material loaders, cranes, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment. During the project’s approximately 26-month construction period, construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below. 



Fugitive Dust


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Despite the established federal standards for air pollutants and ongoing implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the CARB, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998–2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths. 



Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds particulate matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general as well as due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of dust. 



In response to these concerns, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008), with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and overall construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and onsite workers, to minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 



The ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one-half acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 



To comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). Reclaimed water must be used for dust suppression watering, as required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Even if not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.


For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by DPH. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant improvement projects that are over one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site-specific Dust Control Plan requirement. 



The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 mph; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with these dust control requirements. 



Implementation of dust control measures in compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.



Criteria Air Pollutants


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. Criteria and ozone precursor pollutant (NOx, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from exhaust from construction equipment and truck and vehicle trips would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of these pollutants during project construction. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend the quantification of project-related criteria pollutant exhaust emissions from construction, separate from operational emissions, and comparison with significance thresholds. Daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with significance thresholds in Table 5.4-7. Total construction emissions were calculated using the latest emission factors available at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) publication (EMFAC 2011 and OFFROAD 2011 equivalent), and total emissions were divided by the number of construction days to derive average daily emissions for comparison against applicable significance thresholds. The construction significance thresholds for criteria pollutants are established in terms of average daily emissions, which is how emissions are reported in Table 5.4‑7.


Table 5.4-7
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			7.4


			51


			0.84


			0.77





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			59


			226


			8.0


			7.9





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


The emissions presented in Table 5.4-7 would be generated by many different construction sources including the following: off-road construction equipment such as excavators, loaders, backhoes, drill rigs, and cranes; and on- road trucks. As shown in the table, the predominant source of emissions of NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 would be off-road equipment, which would generate more than three times the emissions of on-road vehicles and trucks. 



Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions of PM10 and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. However, the estimated construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the applicable significance threshold, which would be a significant air quality impact. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) is identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with construction.



ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, and the main health concern of exposure to ground-level ozone is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short-term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground-level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.
 



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG emissions (59 pounds per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012)
 and NOx emissions (226 pounds per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012). Although Table 5.4-1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‑3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would substantially reduce construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx. The measure would require use of off-road equipment to meet minimum emission standards, and construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx would be reduced commensurate with the degree of compliance achievement (i.e., Tier 4 or Tier 4 interim or Tier 2 with 40 percent NOx VDECS). Mitigated daily engine exhaust emissions from construction activities associated with the proposed project are compared with emission significance thresholds in Table 5.4-8, assuming both the maximum level and the minimum level of compliance (Tier 4 and Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). As can be seen in Table 5.4-8, construction-related emissions would be reduced to the applicable threshold for ROG with both the maximum and minimum levels of compliance. However, while NOx emissions would be reduced by as much as 68 percent with fully compliant mitigation and 36 percent with minimally compliant mitigation, project emissions of NOx would still be significant (73 pounds per day) even with maximum compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. 


A mitigation measure was considered to reduce the contribution of truck emissions by restricting contractors to utilizing haul trucks manufactured in year 2010 or later (year 2007 trucks would not result in decreased emissions over the existing truck fleet).  However, the feasibility of such a measure is substantially limited at present. Recent communications with contractors indicate that there is a limited supply of available trucks for off-hauling soil. Given the high excavation volumes and short construction phase of the proposed project, it is probable that not enough qualified trucks would be available to implement such a measure.  Consequently, emission offsets represent the only available additional mitigation option to address construction-related NOx emissions. 



Table 5.4-8
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment (minimum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			47


			144


			1.4


			1.4





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No





			With Tier 4 Off-road Equipment (maximum compliance for NOx)





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			2.5


			22


			0.4


			0.4





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			7


			51


			0.8


			0.8





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			49


			73


			1.2


			1.1





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015



Because construction-related emissions of NOx would remain significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emissions Offsets) is also identified to reduce the residual pollutant emissions (see Impact AQ-2). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (Emissions Offsets) would require the project sponsor to offset remaining emissions to below significance thresholds by funding the implementation of an offsite emissions reduction project in an amount sufficient to mitigate both residual construction pollutant emissions and operational pollutant emissions described below in Impact AQ-2. As specified in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, offsetting of construction emissions would following completion of construction activities, and the mitigation offset fee would be determined by the amount of emissions to be calculated based on reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that are determined to be reasonably commercially available. The emissions offset fee is expressed in tons per year; therefore, under the minimum level of compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the remaining construction emissions offset required is 11.7 tons per year of ozone precursors and under the maximum level of compliance, the construction emissions offset required is reduced to 2.5 tons per year of ozone precursors. However, as described in Impact AQ-2 below, offset of operational emissions required would be 17.0 tons per year, which is greater than the amount estimated to be required for construction emissions offset.  Therefore, emissions reduction projects funded through Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by construction of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds after implementation of the project-specific emission reductions required under Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1. However, upon completion of construction, if the calculated emissions based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 requires offsets are in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year. Because implementation of the emissions reduction project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is not fully within the control of the project sponsor (see discussion of Impact AQ-2), the residual impact of construction emissions is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets).



Summary of Impact AQ-1, Construction Emissions



Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants. The project sponsor, through its contractors, would be required to implement dust control measures in compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that the construction-related impacts due to fugitive dust would be less than significant. 



Estimated emissions of criteria air pollutants indicate that average daily construction emissions of PM10 and PM 2.5 would be below the applicable thresholds. Emissions of ROG and NOx, however, would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce ROG and NOx emissions but additional implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would be further required to reduce NOx emissions to below the applicable threshold. However, because implementation of emissions offsets is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the residual impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants during construction is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization 



A.
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.
All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:



a)
Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)
All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.



			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.








i.
For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.



ii.
The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.



2.
The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.



3.
The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 



4.
The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.
The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.
Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.




Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.



C.
Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 


Comparison of Impact AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related air quality impact as less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure F.2, dust control measures. Currently, however, Mitigation Measure F.2 of the Mission Bay FSEIR to control fugitive dust would effectively be implemented through compliance with the requirements of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which was adopted in 2008. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.2 is not applicable to the proposed project. 



Criteria air pollutants from construction were not calculated or used as an assessment tool in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as BAAQMD did not recommend quantification of criteria air pollutant emissions at that time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a new significant impact that was not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors that would exceed significance thresholds. 


_________________________



Operational Impacts



Impact AQ-2: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


The proposed project would generate operational emissions from a variety of sources, including the following: new vehicle trips; maintenance operation of standby diesel generators and boilers; and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Some of the motor vehicle trips that would be generated by Golden State Warriors basketball games at the proposed event center would be regional trips similar to those currently generated by basketball games occurring at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and as a result, the emissions associated with these regional trips would not represent new emissions to the air basin. While it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of non-Golden State Warriors events (i.e., concerts, family shows etc.) would be transferred to the proposed event center in San Francisco without replacement at Oracle Arena, this analysis assumes that the Oracle Arena maintains their current levels of non-Golden State Warriors events and therefore is based on a conservative (i.e., higher) estimate of net new vehicle trips to the air basin. 



Consequently for the purposes of this CEQA analysis, the project operational emissions do not consider regional VMT-related emissions from basketball game events due to relocation of all Golden State Warriors basketball games from Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center in San Francisco. Marketing analysis indicates that the average trip length (25 miles) is the same for either arena location. There would not be another NBA franchise in the Bay Area, so all of the professional basketball games occurring in the region would be played at the new event center. This assumption is consistent with that of the City of Oakland in its CEQA-related analyses.
 All other project operational vehicle trips associated with the proposed land uses are considered to be “new“vehicle trips for the purposes of this analysis. 


This scenario also assumes successful implementation of the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the proposed project, or implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard), if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan  is not implemented. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description and also in more detail in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the proposed project, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would provide additional service over existing conditions to accommodate peak evening events for basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. Under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. However, as also discussed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-18, if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not fully implemented in the future due to SFMTA fiscal constraints, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18 (Auto Mode Share Performance Standard) would require the project sponsor to implement additional transportation demand management  strategies as necessary to achieve a similar arrival auto mode share as with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, which is no more than 53 percent for weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees and 59 percent for weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees.



Criteria air pollutant emissions were calculated for all project operational emission sources, including mobile sources (vehicles), generators, natural gas boilers, and area sources. USEPA emission factors were used for generators and boilers. Vehicle trip emissions were calculated using EMFAC2011 emissions factors from the CARB
 (the latest emissions factors available at the time of the NOP publication), based on vehicle trip generation rates developed for this project (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). The proposed project would include a number of measures that would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions. For example, the project’s trip generation takes into account the project’s proximity to transit service. The project would also include: bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure; provision of bicycle parking; increased energy efficiency beyond Title 24; meeting Green Building Code standards; and installation of low-water use appliances and fixtures. Calculated air pollutant emissions for the proposed project have already incorporated emission reductions associated with these measures.



The results of the project operational criteria air pollutant emissions calculations are presented in Table 5.4-9. Details on calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ. Table 5.4-9 indicates that operational criteria air pollutant emissions of the proposed project would result in emission of criteria pollutants and precursors that would be at levels below the thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5. However, the estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed the significance threshold, resulting in a significant air quality impact.


Table 5.4-9
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			42


			108


			77


			22





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			35


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			79


			124


			80


			25





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources 


			7.6


			20


			14


			4.0





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.06


			0.18


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			6.4


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala 


			14


			23


			14.6


			4.5





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required


			4.4


			12.6


			0


			0








NOTES:



a
The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015





The main health concern of exposure to ground‐level ozone, for which ROG and NOx are ozone precursors, is effects on the respiratory system, especially on lung function. Several factors influence these health impacts, including the concentrations of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere, the duration of exposure, average volume of air breathed per minute, the length of intervals between short‐term exposures, and the sensitivity of the person to the exposure.
,
 The concentration of ground‐level ozone in the atmosphere is influenced by the volume of air available for dilution, the temperature, and the intensity of ultraviolet light. In the Bay Area, the worst case conditions for ozone formation occur in the summer and early fall on warm, windless, sunny days.



Given these various factors, it is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project’s exceedance of significance criteria for regional ROG and NOx emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the proposed project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG and NOx emissions (79 pounds of ROG per day compared to 265 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012, and 124 pounds of NOx per day compared to 318 tons per day in the SFBAAB region in 2012).
 Although Table 5.4‐1 indicates that the most stringent applicable ozone standards were not exceeded at the Potrero Hill monitoring station between 2010 and 2014, the SFBAAB region experienced an average of 8.4 days of exceedance per year between 2010 and 2014.
 The proposed project’s ROG and NOx increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region by contributing to more days of ozone exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for sensitive groups and other populations. As shown in Table 5.4‐3, the SFBAAB has averaged between 8 and 19 days per year that are considered unhealthy for sensitive groups and had 2 unhealthy (red) days in the last five years. On unhealthy days, persons are recommended to avoid both prolonged and heavy exertion outdoor activities.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) are identified to reduce ROG and NOx emissions associated with project operations. In addition, implementation Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Implement Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips) would also reduce operational emissions.


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would reduce operational emissions of ROG and NOx primarily through reduction in mobile sources through implementation of additional transportation demand measures (TDM) beyond those already included as part of the proposed project. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, provides a detailed analysis regarding strategies to reduce transportation impacts, which form the basis for Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a. However, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the feasibility of the additional TDM measures listed in Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a  is currently unknown. Even though the California Air Pollution Control Officers Administration estimates that “commute trip reduction” strategies can result in a commuter trip reduction of 1.0 to 6.2 percent,
 the specific TDM strategies identified for this project address more than just commute trips, and it is unknown if a higher percentage reduction of overall vehicle trips is attainable. Notwithstanding these estimated reductions, it is assumed that specific quantitative reduction of vehicle trips associated with the additional TDM would be difficult to quantify and the success of any one measure variable; therefore, no emissions reduction are attributed to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a or Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1.



To address operational emission levels of ROG and NOx exceeding the SEIR’s significance thresholds, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, Emission Offsets, is identified to offset project operational emissions by funding the implementation of one or more emission reduction projects within the air basin. As discussed above under “Regulatory Setting,” the BAAQMD administers the Carl Moyer program within the SFBAAB, which establishes the cost-effectiveness criteria for funding emissions reduction projects at $18,030 per weighted ton of ROG, NOx and PM emissions.
 The Carl Moyer guidelines can be used to evaluate other emissions reduction projects within the SFBAAB that are administered by the Strategic Incentive Division of BAAQMD. Based on the current Carl Moyer cost effectiveness criteria and a 5 percent administrative fee, payment of $321,646 to the Strategic Incentives Division of the BAAQMD to implement emission reduction projects within the SFBAAB would be sufficient to offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by operation of the proposed project that would remain in excess of the applicable thresholds, based on 4.4 tons per year of ROG and 12.6 tons per year of NOx, as shown in Table 5.4-9, or a total of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors; as indicated in Impact AQ-1 above, estimated emissions offsets for construction emissions is less than 17.0 tons per year so that this payment would also mitigate for the project's construction emissions.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee to the BAAQMD to fund emissions reduction projects that would reduce emissions of ozone precursors to below the applicable thresholds. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b also assumes that the BAAQMD would report to the lead agency the final emissions reductions funded by the mitigation fee and that the BAAQMD would refund the project sponsor for any unspent mitigation fees upon meeting the required emissions reductions indicated in Table 5.4-9 above.



The project sponsor has agreed to fund Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b as part of its overall commitment to implement all mitigation measures identified in this SEIR. However, because implementation of an emissions offset project would be conducted by the BAAQMD and is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, this measure is not fully within the control of the project sponsor. As such, the impact related to regional emissions of criteria pollutants associated with project operations is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2 (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets). 


Summary of Impact AQ-2, Operational Emissions



Operation of the proposed project would include a variety of sources that would contribute to long term emissions of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5). These sources would include new vehicle trips, maintenance and operation of standby diesel generators, boilers, and area sources such as landscape equipment and use of consumer products. Calculations of average daily and maximum annual emissions indicate that under the proposed project without mitigation, levels of ROG and NOx would exceed significance thresholds; this would be a significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1, operational emissions of ROG and NOx would still be significant due to the as yet unknown feasibility of the mitigation strategies. Consequently, emission offsets, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b, represent the only available mitigation option to address operations-related emissions. However, this impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation because implementation of an emissions offset project is dependent in part on the actions of a third party, beyond the control of the project sponsor. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions 



The project sponsor shall implement the following measures as feasible:


· Provision of outlets for electrically powered landscape equipment


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


· Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-11)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets


Upon completion of construction, and prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall pay a mitigation offset fee to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) Strategic Incentives Division in an amount not to exceed $321,646 to fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 17.0 tons per year of ozone precursors. Documentation of payment shall be provided to OCII or its designated representative.


The project sponsor shall calculate the amount of emissions offset fee due to construction emissions based on the reporting requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 and the degree of compliance with off-road equipment types that were determined to be commercially available. If the calculated construction emissions of ozone precursors requires offsets in excess of 17.0 tons per year, then the applicant shall provide the additional offset amount commensurate with the calculated ozone precursor emissions exceeding 17.0 tons per year.


Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment and commitment by the BAAQMD to: (1) implement an emissions reduction project(s) within one year of receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emission reduction objectives specified above; and (2) provide documentation to OCII or its designated representative and to the project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of ROG and NOx reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction project(s), the project sponsor shall be entitled to a refund in that amount from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements.





Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, in this SEIR for further discussion)


Of these Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Measure E.46 has already been implemented and Mitigation Measure E.48 applies only to UCSF. Consequently, only the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47, E.49, and E.50 would apply to the proposed project.


Mitigation Measure E.47: Prepare a Transportation System Management Plan (generally applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.49: Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good-faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Mitigation Measure E.50: Telecommuting/flexible hours. Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions. (Applicable to the proposed project, see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation)


Comparison of Impact AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the operational air quality impact with respect to criteria air pollutants as significant and unavoidable due to NOx emissions in excess of 16 times greater than the 1998 threshold, ROG emissions in excess of 10 times the 1998 threshold and PM10 emissions in excess of 24 times the 1998 threshold. Thus, the impact conclusion for the proposed project is essentially the same as that in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Mission Bay plan area for ROG and NOx, though unlike the conclusions of the FSEIR, the proposed project's operational emissions would not exceed the PM10 threshold. Therefore, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified. As described above, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (which is the same as Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Measures E.46 through E.50), would still apply to the proposed project.


_________________________



Toxic Air Contaminants, Construction and Operation



Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, San Francisco, in partnership with BAAQMD, has modeled and assessed air pollutant impacts from mobile, stationary, and area sources within the City. As described above in Section 5.4.2.3, this assessment identified areas with poor air quality under existing conditions—Air Pollutant Exposure Zones—which are based on significance thresholds for PM2.5 and excess cancer risk, or areas within the City that warrant special attention when siting land uses that either emit TACs or uses that are considered sensitive to air pollution. The project site is not located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Under existing conditions, sensitive land uses exist in the project vicinity, as indicated in Table 5.4-5; in addition, there is the potential that planned future development in the project vicinity could include sensitive uses, such as the planned Uber/ARE development at Blocks 26-27, north of the project site (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description of planned and proposed project in the vicinity). Thus, because construction and operation of the proposed project would result in emissions of TACs and PM2.5, this analysis evaluates the potential to expose sensitive receptors in the project vicinity to substantial air pollutant concentrations.


Construction TAC Emissions


Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions in California, although since 2007, the CARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.
 Newer and more refined emission inventories have lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.
 For example, CARB’s revised estimates of particulate matter (PM) emissions (of which DPM is a major component) for the SFBAAB for the year 2010 have decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates.
 Approximately half of the reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.
 



Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in from 1996 to 2000, and Tier 4 interim and final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.
 Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to NOx and PM emissions.



Furthermore, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:



“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005). In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”



Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to overestimate assessments of long-term health risks. However, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted for the proposed project’s 26-month construction period. The primary construction TAC emissions of concern, DPM and PM2.5, would be emitted by diesel-powered construction equipment and truck trips hauling excavated materials. Equipment used would include cranes, excavators, loaders and backhoes. The project-specific HRA was based on the use of these and other high-powered non-standardized diesel equipment, as provided by the project sponsor.


Operational TAC Emissions


The sources of TAC emissions that would occur during the operational phase of the project include emissions from mobile sources (passenger vehicles and delivery vehicles) and five stationary sources (diesel generators). Mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles, which are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health and environmental effects. Examples of mobile source air toxics include benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, polycyclic organic matter (POM), naphthalene, and diesel particulate matter.



Under the project, the five proposed diesel back-up generators would all be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1. Diesel generators, if larger than 50 horsepower, must obtain a permit from the BAAQMD and comply with the Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. As a practical matter, the BAAQMD will not issue a permit for a new generator that results in an operational cancer risk greater than 10 in one million. 



Health Risk Assessment



A heath risk assessment was conducted to asses both increased cancer risk and localized PM2.5 concentrations from both construction and operational sources. Localized PM2.5 concentrations are assessed based on annual average concentrations, and hence, separate evaluations are performed for construction and operations. Conversely, cancer risk is assessed based on the probability of contracting cancer over a person’s lifetime, evaluated as 70 years. Therefore the probability of an increased cancer risk is determined by evaluating a sensitive receptor’s exposure to both construction and operational emissions. Both the PM2.5 and cancer risk assessments account for background (existing) concentrations and risk levels. The cumulative (project plus background) PM2.5 and cancer risk results are compared to significance thresholds of 10 µg/m3 and 100 per one million, respectively.



Sources considered in the HRA include un-mitigated and mitigated emissions from construction equipment and trucks, operational traffic generated by the full build out of the proposed development, and maintenance operations of the proposed diesel generators. Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from the proposed project, near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from project construction emission sources was conducted using the USEPA’s American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD), version 14134,
 as recommended by the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Air dispersion modeling applications used meteorological data from the Mission Bay meteorological site operated by the BAAQMD to provide the most representative data set for this analysis. 



The ambient concentrations obtained through dispersion modeling were subsequently used in the risk assessment to quantify cancer health risk impacts and to evaluate PM2.5 impacts. Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters, which are discussed below.


To evaluate TAC and PM2.5 impacts from operational sources, a screening level assessment was conducted. Emissions from the proposed emergency generators were assumed to comply with BAAQMD permitting requirements. The permitting process under BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 requires a Health Risk Screening Analysis, the results of which are posted on the District’s website. Per its Policy and Procedure Manual, the BAAQMD requires implementation of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and would deny an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs that exceeds a cancer risk of 10 in one million. As a worst case analysis, it was conservatively assumed the two generators each associated with the retail and office buildings, respectively, could potentially be permitted by a separate entity than the permit held by the arena operator and that therefore three separate permits could be required, each allowing an increased cancer risk of up to 10 in one million. Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that increased cancer risk associated with the five proposed generators could be up to 30 in one million and no refined health risk modeling was conducted for the emergency generators.


Meteorological Data. Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For the HRA, meteorological data collected and processed by BAAQMD
 at the Mission Bay station were used.
 The Mission Bay station is less than 1 mile west of the project site. 


Source Configurations – Construction. Emitting activities were modeled between 7 a.m. and 1 a.m., seven days a week to reflect the duration of construction activities. 


Source Configurations – Operation. Emissions from project-generated traffic were modeled 24 hours a day, with an hour-of-day temporal profile reflecting the fluctuation of traffic volume in San Francisco County, extracted from EMFAC 2011. Actual emission factors were generated by EMFAC2011 for the project-generated traffic increment.


Source Parameters – Construction. At any given time there would be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. Each construction phase was modeled as a series of adjacent area sources, the dimensions of which varied depending on the sources considered. Off-site vehicles (trucks and worker trips going to and from construction zones) were included in the area sources. 



Source Parameters – Operation. The proposed project would include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. According to the BAAQMD,
 non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that can be excluded from the CEQA process. The project would also include five stationary emergency diesel engines which would require stationary source permits. These generators would require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have up to three different owners, resulting in three separate permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a total potential risk of 30 in one million associated with project generators.



PM2.5 impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate maximum impacts. Using the concentration estimates from SCREEN3, a human health risk analysis was conducted at distances from the project site representing the residential and hospital receptors.



More specific details on the health risk and PM2.5 calculations and methodology are provided in Appendix AQ.


Exposure to PM2.5


Table 5.4-10 shows the results of the risk assessment for exposure to PM2.5 during construction at the maximally impacted receptor. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone standard for PM2.5 is an annual average standard, and because construction and operational activities would not overlap, only the construction PM2.5 concentrations are added to the background PM2.5 concentrations to determine whether construction of the project would result in the project vicinity meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria. As shown in Table 5.4-10, cumulative PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 significance threshold. Thus, localized PM2.5 impacts from construction activities at sensitive receptor locations would be less than significant.


Table 5.4-10
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors


			Source


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			8.8 / 8.5


			8.9 / 8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Project, Unmitigated)a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:



a
The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Following completion of construction activities, the proposed project’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are quantified in Table 5.4-10. As shown in this table, maximum cumulative (background plus project) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3 for the proposed project. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed 10 µg/m3. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and construction and operational PM2.5 emissions would be less than significant. 


Cancer Risk 



The results of the risk assessment are presented in Table 5.4-11 below for both the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios, the latter of which assumes the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 engines with NOx VDECS) with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above under Impact AQ-1. Table 5.4-11 shows that under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated project conditions, a significant impact. The proposed project’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million, and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 37 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. 



Table 5.4-11
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors


			Source


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			


			UCSF Hearst Tower 
Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile Sources


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117 / 72


			66 / 64


			109 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes / No


			No / No


			Yes / No





			NOTES:



a
The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 



SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-3, Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants



Both construction and operation of the proposed project would generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants, including DPM. The project-specific HRA conducted indicated that without mitigation, the project—including both construction and operational impacts added to the existing background levels— would exceed significance thresholds for increased cancer risk for off-site receptors; concentrations of PM2.5 emissions would not exceed significance thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) described above for Impact AQ-1, impacts related to increased cancer risk would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation. 



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Comparison of Impact AQ-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR qualitatively assessed operational health risk impacts and identified this impact as potentially significant. The FSEIR identified four mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures F.3, F.4, F.5, and F.6) to reduce impacts due to emissions of toxic air contaminants, but in the absence of specific development proposals at that time, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Only one of the four FSEIR mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3 requires the applicant to demonstrate receipt of BAAQMD permit for stationary TAC sources. As a permit will be required for the five proposed backup diesel generators, the applicant would be required to comply with FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.3. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.4 requires establishing a meteorological station in Mission Bay; this measure has already been implemented and information from this meteorological station was used in to conduct the HRA prepared for this SEIR. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.5 requires reducing exposure to dry cleaning facilities in the area that use perchloroethylene and other toxic contaminants. Dry cleaning operations primarily emit evaporative emissions of perchloroethylene. However, BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 16 required that all co-residential (sharing a wall, floor, ceiling or is in the same building as a residential unit) dry cleaners cease use of perchloroethylene on July 1, 2010. Additionally, all other dry cleaners must phase out use of perchloroethylene by January 1, 2023. Therefore, due to current regulations, dry cleaning facilities are not anticipated to result in substantial, long term health risks to sensitive populations in San Francisco, and this measure is no longer applicable. 



Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.6 requires the creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources; this measure does not apply to the proposed project because although only TAC sources (diesel generators) would be located in the garage, the nearest child care facility (UCSF Child Care Center) is located over 1,300 feet to the west and the nearest school (Daniel Webster Elementary) is located over 2,000 feet to the southwest of the proposed project. Additionally a potential San Francisco Unified School District school site is located at Block 14, approximately 1,500 feet west of the project site.  BAAQMD generally recognizes a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from standard TAC sources as sufficient to avoid health impacts relative to CEQA. At this time, there is a planned development at Blocks 26/27, directly north of Blocks 29-32 (see Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for description) which could include sensitive receptors such as a day care facility. Since this facility could be located within 1,000 feet of the project during a portion of the construction period (8 months) and during operations, the potential impacts are analyzed in Impact C-AQ-2, below.


Therefore, because the project's impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.



_________________________



Consistency with Clean Air Plan



Impact AQ-4: The proposed project could conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The most recently adopted air quality plan in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2010). The 2010 CAP is a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the State one-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable, and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The control strategy includes stationary source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the State one-hour ozone standard.


BAAQMD guidance states that lead agencies should consider three questions in assessing consistency with the 2010 CAP: (1) Would the project support the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan? (2) Does the project include applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan? and (3) Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan? 



Support the Primary Goals of the CAP. The first of these questions is whether a project would support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP, which include:



· Attainment of air quality standards;



· Reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area; and



· Reducing greenhouse gases and protecting the climate.



With respect attainment of air quality standards, several mitigation measures are identified to reduce criteria air pollutants from both construction and operations. These include Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization, which would reduce construction-related ozone precursor NOx emissions by 62 percent. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions) and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to decrease vehicle trips) would promote additional transportation demand strategies beyond those included in the proposed project, while Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets) would offset both construction-related and operational ROG and NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, as addressed in Impact AQ-3, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce increased cancer risks from construction such that these risks would be below significance thresholds, thereby reducing population exposure and protecting public health in the Bay Area. 



The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs is discussed in Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As stated in that discussion, the proposed project would be substantially compliant with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and thus would not result in any significant impacts associated with an increase in GHGs or conflict with measures adopted for the purpose of reducing such emissions. 



The other two questions to be considered are:



· Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality plan?



· Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any air quality plan control measures?



Applicable Control Measures from the CAP. To meet the primary goals, the Clean Air Plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary‐ and area‐source measures, mobile‐source measures, transportation control measures, land‐use measures, and energy and climate measures. The Clean Air Plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into communities where goods and services are located nearby and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the Clean Air Plan includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the SFBAAB.


The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and climate control measures. 



The compact urban development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options would ensure that event center attendees and employees could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 13,691 net new daily vehicle trips (weekday with concert event) during the operational phase would result in an increase in air pollutant emissions. 


Transportation control measures that are identified in the Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code
, for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.



Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would incorporate a TDM program. Compliance with these requirements would ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan and supports the Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M‑AQ-2a, Reduce Operational Emissions, and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 would promote additional strategies to reduce vehicle trips beyond those incorporated in the project, further supporting the Clean Air Plan's goals.


The proposed project includes sustainability measures that would serve to implement control measures of the 2010 CAP, including the land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures of the 2010 CAP. The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards. This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 


Disruption or Hindrance of CAP Control Measures. Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive parking beyond City parking requirements. The proposed project would maintain the existing character of the project site, which is a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain — on the east side of the roadway — a two-way cycletrack (bike path). Thus, the project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the Clean Air Plan.



Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Reduce Operational Emissions), and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Summary of Impact AQ-4



The project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP, assuming implementation of mitigation measures, which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds in addition to project-specific measures to reduce pollutant emissions. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures as well as the transportation demand management measures incorporated in the proposed project. The proposed project would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2, above)



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emissions Offsets (see Impact AQ-2, above)



FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)



Comparison of Impact AQ-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified Clean Air Plan consistency as a significant and unavoidable impact. This conclusion was based on: (1) the increase in population (819,500) would exceed that assumed in the Clean Air Plan at the time (795,800 in 2015); and (2) the increase in VMT was greater than the increase in population. No mitigation measures were identified with respect to this impact but presumably these would be the same as the operational air pollutant measures.



Based on the updated approach to analysis for the proposed project, the impact conclusion for the proposed project would have a less severe impact than what was identified in the FSEIR (i.e., less than significant with mitigation), and the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified.



_________________________



Cumulative Impacts



Impact C-AQ-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.
 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-2b, the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions (Impacts AQ‐1 and AQ-2) could be mitigated to below the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b represents the lead agency's efforts to use offsets as air quality mitigation, and although offsets would be implemented through a known verifiable program well established by the BAAQMD, implementation of the mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project sponsor. Thus, the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and therefore, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures identified for Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and the cumulative impact is also considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


As discussed above, the project site is not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Impact AQ-3 addresses health risk exposures from TACs resulting from both construction and operation of the proposed project and adds them to the cumulative existing contributions of risks from TACs and PM2.5 concentrations. The analysis then compares these cumulative totals to thresholds developed for the purposes of a cumulative impacts analysis. The HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of localized health risks to sensitive receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the proposed project’s sources. Other future projects, whose emissions have not been incorporated into the existing Citywide health risk modeling, such as the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 mixed use developments would similarly be subject to CEQA requirements to analyze the health risk impact of their project. However, health risk impacts are localized and health risks from sources decrease substantially with increasing distance. CARB has found that a buffer distance of 1,000 feet from ground-level toxic sources is sufficient to return TAC concentrations to urban background levels.
 Thus, cumulative impacts from the proposed Pier 70 and Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 developments would not combine with the proposed project’s emissions to substantially increase health risks within the project vicinity. Because the project-level analysis includes health risks from all known existing sources, the project-level analysis is a cumulative health risk analysis, and as discussed above, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, this health risk impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Summary of Impact C-AQ-1



The analysis of construction-related and operational criteria pollutant impacts (Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2, respectively) assess whether the proposed project would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and localized air quality impacts. The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Reduce Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-2)


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Emission Offsets (see Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2)


FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1: Implement Measures to decrease vehicle trips, as described in Mitigation Measures E.46 through E.50 of the 1998 FSEIR (see Impact AQ-2)





Comparison of Impact C-AQ-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative criteria air pollutant emissions were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the significant and unavoidable finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________



Impact C-AQ-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative localized air pollutant exposure impacts encompasses potential new sensitive land uses that could be developed within approximately 1,000 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 1,000 feet, the contribution of project emissions would be greatly dispersed through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, which in particular would include implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects. 



The UCSF LRDP EIR proposes new housing at Block 15 which is over 1,000 feet from the project site and would have impacts substantially less than those identified in Impact AQ-3 for both the UCSF Hospital Receptors and UCSF Hearst Tower receptor, both of which were identified as less than significant with mitigation.  


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Although primarily designated as office use this development and any development in Mission Bay could include child care facilities and therefore have the potential to represent a future sensitive receptor. Occupancy of this cumulative, offsite project would likely not occur until 2017 at which time the construction of the proposed project would be in its third and final year. Consequently, increased cancer risks from construction would be at most eight months of the exposure identified for existing child resident receptors for the entirety of project construction, resulting in 12 in one million with the minimum compliance with mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Adding this exposure to existing levels modeled by the City and the project contributions from generators and vehicles results in a cumulative exposure of 70 in a million, which would be below the cumulative threshold of 100 in one million. In addition the Uber/ARE project would be subject to Mitigation Measure F.6: Creation of buffer zones for pre-school and child care centers from TAC sources from the 1998 FSEIR. Consequently, TAC exposure to receptors potentially proposed by future cumulative projects would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-1)


 Comparison of Impact C-AQ-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 



Cumulative impacts regarding TACs were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This was based on the less than significant with mitigation finding at a project level. 


Since the impact conclusion for the proposed project is the same, the project would not result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.
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�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp. 227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/HandbookGroundLevelOzone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=pubs.aqiguideozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Air-Quality-Summaries.aspx (accessed April, 23, 2015).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014).



�	Construction emissions would not overlap with operational emissions. Therefore, funding the implementation of an emissions reduction project prior to the commencement of construction activities would sufficiently offset both the construction and operational emissions from the project. 



�	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm 



�	City of Oakland, Draft Environmental Impact Report for Coliseum Area Specific Plan August 22, 2014.



� Although an updated versions of EMFAC (EMFAC2014) has been released by CARB, EMFAC2011 is still the currently USEPA approved version of EMFAC. (e-mail from CARB Mobile Source emissions inventory list serve, May 15,2015). 



�	The World Bank Group, Pollution Prevention and Abatement Handbook 1998: Toward Cleaner Production, pp.227–230, 1999. Available online at www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/dd7c9800488553e0b0b4f26a6515bb18/Handbook GroundLevel Ozone.pdf?MOD=AJPERES (accessed July 10, 2014)



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Guide for Ozone, March 2008. www.airnow.gov/index.cfm? action= pubs.aqiguid eozone (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Pollutants, January 30, 2013. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/ Communications ‐and ‐Outreach/ Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Pollutants.aspx (accessed July 10, 2014).



�	California Air Resources Board, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality – 2013 Edition, May 21, 2014. Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm (accessed April 23, 2015).



�	Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries, 2014. Available online at www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications‐and‐Outreach/Air‐Quality‐in‐the‐Bay‐Area/Air‐Quality‐Summaries.aspx (accessed October 3, 2014).



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Index, A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health, February 2014. Available online at www.epa.gov/airnow/aqi_brochure_02_14.pdf (accessed September 8, 2014.



�	CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010. p.218



�	The following equation is used to calculated the Weighted Emissions Reductions: Weighted Emissions Reductions= NOx reductions (tons/year)+ROG Reductions (tons/year) +(20 x (PM Reductions (tons/year))).



�	CITE MITIGATION AGREEMENT



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, � HYPERLINK "http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm" \l "inuse_or_category" �http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category�.



�	ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.



�	USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 



�	California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6. 



�	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, User's Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Emissions Monitoring and Analysis Division, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-454/B-03-001, September 2004.



�	BAAQMD processed the data using AERMET 12345.



�	The ESA Air Quality Technical Report Scope of Work approved by the San Francisco EP suggested using this meteorological station. 



�	BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at : http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Risk%20Modeling%20�Approach%20May%202012.ashx?la=en



� Although the Planning Code is not applicable within the Mission Bay Area, similar requirements are implemented pursuant to the Mission Bay South Design for Development.



�	BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.



�	California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, Page C-3, April 2005 (hereinafter “ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook”). Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.







�This text may remain due to CM-based funding calculation pending BAAQMD response.







If it remains, need to consider text changes and concerns of KA



�This is the revised measure, as provided by Chris Stile 5/22/15 and approved by EP on 5/26/15.



�Revise text? Per JR comment pending BAAQMD response







From BAAQMD: The offset figure provided here does not include the “capital recovery factor” at 0.347.  



Also BAAQMD revisions/comments to mitigation measure suggest that they believe construction offsets would be “in addition” to these operational offsets and their revisions reflect this. I have added text in Impact AQ-1 to clarify that construction offsets would not be in addition to the operational offsets because they would be lower and the offset fee paid prior to construction. 











�MMA?







OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-1
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-60
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision



OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
5.4-59
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E

at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015 ( Subject to Revision











From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: GSW Ads
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 4:28:23 PM
Attachments: AB 900 06_03_2015.pdf


DSEIR Ad Friday 06_05_2015.doc
DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06_03_2015.doc


For Wednesday June 3rd newspaper publication:
1.       AB900 5 page add, in 12pt font (same as last time).
2.       DEIR Newspaper Ad


 


For Friday June 5th newspaper publication:
1.       DEIR Newspaper Ad


 
I will be at ESA tomorrow finalizing the EIR for the project. For any questions regarding the ads, I can
be reached by email or my cell (415) 244-1189.
 
Thanks.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER

mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:rick.cooper@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL  
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: June 2, 2015 
Case No.: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):  



ER 2014-919-97 
Planning Department: 2014.1441E 



Certification:  Governor – April 30, 2015 
 Joint Legislative Budget Committee – June 1, 2015 
Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay 



Blocks 29-32 
Zoning: MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – 



Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for 
Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height 
Zone 5 



Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s 
Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 
Project Sponsor GSW Arena LLC  
 David Kelly 



(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com 



Lead Agency: OCII 
Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 



sally.oerth@sfgov.org  
 
THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.  
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PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC 
Division 13.  ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 
 
Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 
 
§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a)  The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 



that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 



the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects 
be identified and mitigated. 



(c)  The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e)  These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects 
in the United States. 



(i)  The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



 
§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a)  "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 



undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 



(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use 



project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building 
Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on 
an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill 
project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, 
pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the 
Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination 
that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if 
implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or 
solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or 
components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the 
production of clean alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c)  "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



 
§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 
 
§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification 
that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall 
supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the 
application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before 
the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 
 
§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the 
following conditions are met: 
(a)  The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 



($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 



and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that 
all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the 
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as 
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the 
Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this 
requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health 
and Safety Code. 



(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the 
lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental 
mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will 
be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 21185. 



(f)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 
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§21184. 
(a)  The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies 



with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 



conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to 
judicial review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining 
pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting 
information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or 
nonconcurrence. 



(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 



(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a 
determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project 
is deemed to be certified. 



(c)  The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to 
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing 
with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 



 
§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures 
applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the 
certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development 
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals 
that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, 
within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 
 
§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a 
leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a)  The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 



division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 



be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with 
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c)  The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, 
the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 



(f)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 



(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are 
not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an 
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, 
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or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after 
the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or 
lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of 
the project. 



(i)  Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall 
file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 



(j)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 



 
§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project 
pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no 
less than 12-point type stating the following: 



“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH 
PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED 
IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.” 
 
The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 
 
§21188. 
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is 
held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be 
given effect without the invalid provision or application. 
 
§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of 
any party to comply with this division. 
 
§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor 
pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 
 
§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of 
this chapter on the administration of justice. 
 
§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a 
later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 
 
     Date Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 
 
__________________________    
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OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) has been prepared by OCII in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems..



3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 2.doc


Updated 8/7/14







OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) will be published by OCII on June 5, 2015 in connection with this project. A copy of the report will be available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems.


3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 1.doc


Updated 8/7/14










From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: RE: ESA DeliverIt
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:39:07 PM


Brett, below are our comments.  Sorry these are arriving a bit after your deadline.
 


1.        On alternatives, other than the No Project Alternative, the other two do not really avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project as the
event center remains the same size and is the main generator of the significant impacts
(see 7.3.2.3), so it is not clear how this constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives as
required by CEQA.


2.        At page 7-12, after saying that the Warriors have indicated that reducing the size of the
event center is not feasible, the analysis goes on to say that it is not certain that reducing
the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic-related
impacts.  It should be analyzed but no effort is made.


3.        At page 7-35, the EIR uses 100 per million as the lifetime excess cancer risk at off-site
receptors rather than 10 per million.


4.        At page 7-50, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be somewhat better for the helipad
operations.


5.        Table 7-17 uses the 10 per million threshold for PM2.5 emissions for an annual average.
6.        At page 7-67, it seems strange to say that the current financial feasibility of the Off-Site


Alternative is unknown as the Warriors were clearly going to build at Piers 30-32 but for
opposition and Prop B.


7.        The conclusion at the top of page 7-68 is not accurate under SB 743 as this is a land use
impact, not an aesthetics impact.


 
Diane
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Purpose of This SEIR


This Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) provides environmental review and analysis of the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (proposed project). This chapter provides background information and an explanation of how this SEIR satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the governing legislation for this report. Details of the proposed project, including the project's location, objectives, and characteristics that form the basis of the SEIR environmental analysis, are presented in Chapter 3, Project Description.


The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review for private projects in the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco, has determined that under CEQA, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required for the proposed project. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when a proposed project could result in significant, adverse effects on the physical environment. This SEIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines. It is an informational document for use by governmental agencies and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts.


CEQA requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project that would pose potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the environmental effects of the project. The EIR is a public information document which identifies and evaluates potential environmental impacts of a project, recommends mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and examines feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the OCII and by any responsible agencies (as defined in CEQA) prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.


The state CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq.) help define the role and content of an EIR as follows:


· Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency (Section 15121[a]).


· Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make an informed decision that takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (Section 15151).


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project….” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the project, this SEIR describes the potential for the project to result in substantial physical effects within the area affected by the project and identifies mitigation measures that would avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects. See Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for further description of the approach to analyzing environmental impacts and identifying mitigation measures presented in this SEIR.


OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department's Environmental Planning Division to assist in the preparation of the SEIR for this project.


CEQA Environmental Review


The CEQA Guidelines Section 15160 provides for variations in EIRs so that environmental documentation can be tailored to different situations and intended uses, and these variations are not exclusive. As described below, this SEIR relies on several variations of EIRs, including a project EIR, a program EIR, a redevelopment plan EIR, a subsequent EIR, and a focused EIR. 


This SEIR is a project EIR that examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This project EIR is tiered from a previously certified program EIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for environmental review of subsequent activities under the same program. The proposed project — the event center and mixed use development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 — is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. Environmental review of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan was completed in the program EIR, Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR),[footnoteRef:2] certified in September 1998. The Mission Bay FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes development in Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the program-level impact analysis in the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  [2:  	City and County of San Francisco and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified September 17, 1998. ] 



This SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, which states that a subsequent EIR is required if the lead agency determines that the proposed project could result in any of the following conditions:


· Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous EIR, 


· Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or


· New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known at the time of certification of the previous EIR, shows that the project could have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects, or mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects.


OCII has determined that one or more of these conditions have been met for the proposed project, and that a subsequent EIR is therefore warranted, including the fact that the proposed project would result in new significant impacts and substantially more severe significant impacts than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Furthermore, this SEIR is a focused EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1). An Initial Study on the proposed project was published on November 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP of this SEIR), and it identifies which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis. Thus, this SEIR concentrates the environmental analysis on those topics identified in the Initial Study with the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR under the currently proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The remaining environmental topics, as documented in the Initial Study, were determined to have no new or more severe significant environmental effects than what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and these topics are not analyzed in this SEIR.


Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR


Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. This development program was never implemented. In 1996–1997, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, “North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek). [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. 


The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are agreements between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the Plan the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of Plan approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, the Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR (completed between 2000 and 2013) for specific developments within Mission Bay that required additional environmental review of specific issues beyond those that were covered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


In all of these cases, an addendum was sufficient to satisfy CEQA environmental review requirements. The proposed event center and mixed use development at Blocks 29-32 is the first development project under the adopted Plans in which conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR are met. This SEIR is the first project-level environmental impact report tiering from the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies. (Together, AB 26 and AB 1484 are referred to as “Dissolution Law,” which is codified at California Health and Safety Code Sections 34161 – 34191.5). In response to the Dissolution Law, the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) became the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. Pursuant to state and local legislation, OCII is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law (see Chapter 3 for a discussion on project approvals). As the public agency responsible for carrying out or approving a project under the Successor Agency Legislation, OCII is the designated lead agency under CEQA for this SEIR.


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR


As described above, this SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR certified in 1998, as supplemented by the nine addenda issued from 2000 to 2013. The Mission Bay FSEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the development of the Mission Bay plan area, approximately 303 acres in size and located near the eastern shoreline of San Francisco, generally south of Townsend Street, east of Seventh Street and Interstate 280, and north of Mariposa Street and straddling China Basin Channel. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the combined North and South Plans (the Plans).


In general, the combined Plans defined as the project description and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR consisted of the following: 1.5 million gross square feet of retail space; 43-acre new site for the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) containing 2.65 million gross square feet of instruction, research and support space, and a space to be donated for a public school; a mix of 5.56 million gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office space surrounding the UCSF site to the west, south, and east; a 500-room hotel between Third and Fourth Streets south of China Basin Channel; police and fire stations; off-street parking accessory to most uses; about 47 acres of open space, including 8 acres within the UCSF site; and approximately 6,090 residential units (located on the north and south sides of China Basin Channel). The project site at Blocks 29-32 was identified as proposed commercial industrial/retail uses under the South Plan. The Plans included expansion and/or improvement of infrastructure in the Plan area, including a revised transportation network, new east-west streets, extension of Owens Street north and east to connect to Third Street, realignment and extension of Fourth Street south to Mariposa; expansion of the high- and low-pressure water systems; expansion of the combined sewer system and creation of a separate stormwater-only system for the central part of Mission Bay South; realignment of railroad tracks accessing Pier 80; improvement of rail crossings; and a pedestrian bridge across China Basin Channel. As described below, the Mission Bay North Plan and Mission Bay South Plan ultimately adopted reflected a mix of land uses covered by a combination of variants analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As a result, the adopted Plans vary from the original project description described in this paragraph.


The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Plans and identified a suite of mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts. A topic-by-topic summary of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR is included under each respective environmental topic in this SEIR and associated Initial Study. (Appendix MIT of this SEIR lists all of the mitigation measures from the FSEIR and indicates those applicable to the proposed project.)


In addition to analyzing the impacts of the proposed Plans, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed six variants and one combination of various components of the variants and the Plans. The variants were slight modifications to the Plans that were under consideration by the project sponsor and typically modified one limited area or aspect of the Plans. The variants analyzed in the FSEIR consisted of the following: Terry A. François Francois Boulevard Variant; Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant; No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Mission Bay North Retail Variant; and Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant. It also covered a combination of variants to the Plans (described below).


As required under CEQA, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives that would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans and meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed included: No Project Alternative; Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative; and Residential/Open Space Alternative. The FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened although not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Following certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR and as part of the approval process for the Mission Bay Plans, CEQA Findings were adopted by the City and County of San Francisco.[footnoteRef:8] The CEQA Findings describes the land use program that was ultimately adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission. The adopted Mission Bay Plan was developed from a combination of the proposed Plans as described in the Mission Bay FSEIR plus a combination of plan variants. Specifically, the adopted Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan was based on the plan description in the Mission Bay FSEIR, plus Variant 1 (Terry A. François Francois Boulevard Variant/Expanded Bayshore Open Space Proposal), Variant 2 (Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant), Variant 3A (Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), and Variant 5 (Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant). The adopted plan was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Chapter III, Project Description, and Section VII.G, Combination of Variants Currently under Consideration by the Project Sponsors. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the environmental effects of the combination of plan variants would be similar to those of the proposed plan, and consequently, would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. [8:  	City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 854-98, October 30, 1998.] 



CEQA Process


Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15080 to 15097, the CEQA process has multiple phases, many of which require notification to and comments from the public. The main steps in this process are described below.


Previous Project Proposal for an Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


On December 5, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on an event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 (Case No. 2012.0178E) as proposed by GSW Arena LLC, the same project sponsor as for the currently proposed project in Mission Bay. The San Francisco Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, January 15, 2013 at the Delancy Street Foundation at 600 The Embarcadero, San Francisco on this project, and numerous comments were received. However, a Draft EIR was never issued on this project, and the project sponsor has withdrawn its application for the project on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The currently proposed project at Mission Bay Block 29-32 replaces this previous proposal. See Chapter 7, Section 7.5Alternatives, for further description of this previous proposal.


Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping


On November 19, 2014, the OCII sent a NOP to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which ended on December 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP-IS). The NOP notified and informed agencies and interested parties about the proposed project and the OCII’s decision to prepare an SEIR; it included a request for agencies and the public to comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the SEIR. The NOP is included as Appendix NOP-IS of this SEIR. The OCII held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 at the Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street, San Francisco to receive oral comments on the scope of the SEIR. The comments received in response to the NOP during the public scoping period, both written and oral, are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. The OCII has considered all comments made by the public and agencies in preparing the Draft SEIR for the proposed project. See Section 2.5 below for a summary of the scoping comments received since publication of the NOP.


Draft SEIR Public Review


This Draft SEIR is being circulated to local, state, and federalgovernmental agencies and to interested organizations and individuals that may wish to review and comment on the document. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086(c) and 15096(d) call for responsible agencies or other public agencies to provide comment on those project activities within an agency’s area of expertise or project activities that are required to be carried out or approved by the agency, and the agency should support those comments with either oral or written documentation. Publication of the Draft SEIR marks the beginning of a 45day public review period, during which time the OCII and San Francisco Planning Department will accept comments on the Draft SEIR. The public review period for the Draft SEIR on the Event Center and Mixed-use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is from June 5, 2015 through July 20, 2015.


Copies of the Draft SEIR are available for public review at the following locations: (1) Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, One South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California; (2) San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, Planning Information Counter, San Francisco, California; (3) San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, California and (4) Mission Bay Library, 960 Fourth Street, San Francisco, California. The Draft SEIR is also available on the OCII's website at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=61 or the Planning Department’s website at http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs.


All documents referenced in this Draft SEIR are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of case file number 2014.1441E; the documents can also be accessed at the following website: http://gsweventcenter.com/. The distribution list for the Draft SEIR is also available for review at this location.


Written comments on the Draft SEIR should be sent by mail to: Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103; or by email to: warriors@sfgov.org.


During the 45-day public review period for the Draft SEIR, the OCII will conduct a public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft SEIR. The public hearing is scheduled to be held before the OCII Commission on June 30,2015 at City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California beginning at 1 p.m. or later.


Responses to Comments Document and Final SEIR


Following the close of the public review period on the Draft SEIR, the OCII will prepare a Responses to Comments document. Written and oral comments received on the Draft SEIR will be addressed in the Responses to Comments document, which will be released for public review and circulated to all persons, organizations, and agencies submitting comments on the Draft SEIR. The Responses to Comments document together with the Draft SEIR constitute the Final SEIR. The OCII Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the adequacy of the Final SEIR in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the OCII Commission finds that the Final SEIR complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final SEIR.


The OCII must consider the certified Final SEIR before making a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. CEQA requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091 and 15092). If the SEIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the findings must include a statement of overriding considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093[b]). See Chapter 5, Section 5.1 for a description of impact significance determinations.


Public Participation


The CEQA Guidelines encourage public participation in the planning and environmental review processes. As part of the CEQA process, OCII provides formal opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding the planning and environmental review process as follows: (1) during the public scoping period after publication of the NOP and before publication of the Draft SEIR, (2) during the Draft SEIR public review period after publication of the Draft SEIR, and (3) at a public hearing before the OCII Commission after publication of the Final SEIR when the Commission is considering certification of the Final SEIR. Written public comments may be submitted to the OCII directly, or on their behalf through the San Francisco Planning Department during the specified public review and comment periods, and both written and oral comments may be presented at public hearings held specifically for the proposed project. This CEQA public participation process is separate from any public participation or citizen advisory meetings conducted by the project sponsor or other Mission Bay activities.


Summary of Scoping Comments


Summaries of relevant comments received during the public scoping period are presented in Tables 2-1 and 2-2. Table 2-1 includes comments that are addressed within each chapter or section of the SEIR, as indicated in the first column of the table. Table 2-2 includes comments that are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).



Table 2-1
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR


			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Chapter 3, Project Description


			The Project Description should include explanation and/or descriptions of:


· Retail Gatehouse: Present additional design and programmatic information about the Gatehouse site element including the location of doors, vertical circulation elements, public restrooms (if any), solid vs. void elements, lighting and signage, as it will be located within the UCSF view easement.


· Parking: Describe parking in sufficient detail including comprehensive discussion regarding parking operations during events. Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space. 


· Outdoor Events: Include information on daily/annual event dates and time schedule for outdoor events; decibel limits and monitoring; exterior lighting locations and light levels, audio/visual design including any exterior monitors/LED panels, and other environmental elements with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations.


· Exterior Lighting Plan: Discuss the project’s exterior site and building lighting plan, including illuminated exterior signage (i.e., LED) billboards, event panels and other light producing elements.


· Project Approvals: More explanation concerning the approvals sought should be provided in the SEIR. Clarify what specific amendments would be sought to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and what modifications to Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan and Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan would be needed. Regarding modifications to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, the proposed project would seek: (1) a height increase for the event center to be located on Blocks 30 and 32, (2) a second 160-foot-tall tower on the site where only one 160-foot tower is allowed; (3) exceptions to the bulk limits and tower separation for many of the structures on the site; (4) exceptions to the required view corridor in the center of the project site, east of Campus Way; and (5) exceptions to parking and loading requirements.


· Project Approvals: The SEIR should state that approval is needed from the University of California to release the Warriors from a view easement located along the Campus Way axis, extending 100 feet into the site from Third Street, to enable the Warriors to develop within this view easement.


· Project Approvals: Explain the “Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB 900) application,” its purpose, practical application, its benefit to the project, and any consequences for member of the public, including UCSF. 





			Chapter 4, Plans and Policies


			· Identify City Ordinances that are superseded. SEIR should identify all planning ordinances since 1998 with which the project will not comply and explain the consequences of non-compliance so that the deficiencies in the project are clear.





			Section 5.1, Impact Overview


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Approach: Explain in detail the basis for this proposed approach, and to ensure the project SEIR fully discloses and analyzes all new or more severe significant environmental effects than those analyzed in the previous environmental documentation. 


· Cumulative: In Initial Study, the following plans were not discussed: Western SOMA Community Plan, Central Corridor Plan, Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan. Need to be incorporated in order to make sure the plan works not just for the people who will be coming into and out of the arena, but the people that surround the arena.


· Cumulative: Consider all residential and commercial projects in Environmental Planning's pipeline and planned to be in construction during time of the Warriors project. Daggett Place will have over 400 units, and proposed residential housing at the Corovan site and at 1601 Mariposa; in total over a 1,000 residential units.












			Table 2-1 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR





			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation


			The SEIR/ Traffic Impact Study should include:


· Vicinity, regional, and site plan and site circulation maps. 


· Project related trip generation, distribution, and assignment, with assumptions supported with appropriate documentation. 


· Average daily traffic, a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes, and LOS on all roadway where impacts may occur for existing, existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus project.


· Cumulative analysis should consider all existing plus future traffic generating developments.


· Identify project contribution to area traffic and degradation to existing/cumulative LOS.


· Include turning traffic per study intersection for all scenarios both during game and commute traffic periods.


· Event center should assume year round operation at full seat capacity during both game and commute traffic periods.


· Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including project site and area roadways, trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geometrics for all scenarios.


· Evaluation of project consistency with the General Plans Circulation Element and Congestion Management Agency's Congestion Management Plan (CMP).





			


			The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) component of the Project Description should address the following:


· TMP should be required as a condition of approval.


· TMP should include discussion about traffic management, traffic routing, use of PCOs, location of parking facilities, and parking operations management.


· Parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP analyses.


· Specific measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· Identify when operational measures are triggered.


· Include locations and quantities of parking spaces needed to serve GSW project.


· Don't assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement. UCSF facilities should not be listed in TMP unless an agreement with UCSF is reached.


· TMP does not presently consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at locations other than the event center. The TMP should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· TMP/SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· UCSF encourages smart parking management (e.g., patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· TMP should identify mechanisms for monitoring traffic impacts to surrounding streets and impacts to UCSF campus, including impacts to private vehicles, transit, emergency vehicles, UCSF shuttles, pedestrians and bicyclists.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Any modifications to the TMP should require a public process for stakeholders, including UCSF, to comment.


· Measures contained in the TMP that are relied upon as mitigation for the project's impacts must be binding and enforceable.


· Any road closures to vehicle or pedestrian traffic must have provisions to allow residents of the Madrone and Radiance communities (on Mission Bay Boulevard North) to get in and out of the general area.


· The easement area between the Madrone building and Radiance building, into which Bridgeview [Way] runs must have traffic management control in place to close off vehicle and pedestrian traffic except to residents of these two communities.


· Bridgeview [Way] north of the arena must be closed off to all foot traffic and enforced to avoid late night noise problems.


· PCOs supporting the Giants games are ineffective on Third Street currently, so hearing that PCO are a big part of the solution to the traffic issues on Third Street is not encouraging. PCOs need to be qualified and aggressively control vehicle and foot traffic with ability to change lights when necessary.


· Need more details on new shuttles from Van Ness, Ferry Building and 16th Street (how big and will they be of a sufficient number/size to make a difference?). Who is paying for the shuttles, MUNI, tax payers, Warriors fans, or Warriors?


· Mission Bay Master Plan has no provision for resident parking stickers. Residents living on Mission Bay Boulevard North need an exception on resident parking stickers.


· Warriors plan does not address the needs of the people living in the area to get in and out; people living in the area will be trapped, as they are when the Giants have a ball game.





			


			The SEIR should use the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and analyze:


· SEIR should include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP and SEIR analyses.


· SEIR should include the traffic, parking and transit assumptions used to develop the TMP and SEIR analyses, and include specifics about measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· TMP and SEIR should identify when operational measures are triggered.


· SEIR should analyze whether measures in the TMP would be effective in reducing vehicle trips, managing traffic and circulation impacts, whether modifications to the TMP should be made, or whether the project should be modified to eliminate or minimize significant impacts.


· SEIR should analyze the effect of any TMP-proposed lane closures on vehicle, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation.


· SEIR should evaluate effectives of the TMP; identify what significance standard applies in evaluating the effectiveness of the TMP and in determining whether mitigation measures are needed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Impacts on State Highway System: Include impacts from construction traffic on state highway system.


· Construction Effects on Transportation: Removal of 350,000 cubic yards of soil from the site will add approximately 10,000 – 20,000 heavy truck trips to the neighboring streets, depending on the capacity of the dump trucks used for hauling. The traffic and safety impacts of these trips should be analyzed in SEIR.





			Section 5.2 Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Assumptions: Construction-related assumptions should be based on conservative assumptions that disclose impacts, including for road closures, staging, construction employee parking, etc. on surrounding streets.


· Cumulative Construction: Construction associated with electrification of Caltrain and construction of new commercial space will impact traffic well past the targeted Warriors opening date.


· Identify what Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures are proposed to reduce vehicular travel in the area.


· TDM measures should be required as mitigation measures and as conditions of approval.


· Secondary impacts to pedestrian and bicyclists from any traffic impact mitigation measures should be analyzed.


· Parking, Traffic and Transit Assumptions: Include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop traffic analyses.


· Project Traffic at Off-site Parking Locations: TMP does not consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at locations other than at the event center. SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· Non-Project Traffic/Transit/Pedestrian/Bicycle Flow: Consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· Transportation/Circulation Impacts to FibroGen [409 and 499 Illinois Street]: Disclose transportation and circulation impacts to FibroGen, given the primary GSW access for cars and trucks is via 16th Street, as is FibroGen's main artery for access to its own parking garage.


· Project Impacts to Public Transit: Disclose impacts to public transit, given currently constrained nature, and consider any existing and future system constraints.


· Avoid 16th Street. UCSF encourages east/westbound event traffic to be routed to the south of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site to the extent possible – i.e., onto Mariposa Street, rather than onto 16th Street which bisects the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and which will have a reduced vehicular capacity given the planned public transit-only lanes on 16th Street in the future. Avoid 16th Street during the 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. peak period when UCSF employees are leaving the site and an employee shift change occurs at the hospitals.


· Off-Peak Period Traffic: Given the atypical characteristics of the proposed project, whereby a large number of vehicles is expected to arrive/leave the area in a relatively short amount of time, and the greatest amount of traffic generated by the Event Center is likely to occur outside of the 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. period, clearly identify the peak periods and what significance standard is appropriate to apply in this situation to determine the significance of traffic impacts.


· Cumulative Impacts at MB South Intersections UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts at several key intersections in the Mission Bay South Area that could result from events at the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the SEIR.





			


			The SEIR cumulative analysis of UCSF/Mission Rock Project/AT&T events/Warriors project should include:


· Identify the basis for assumptions regarding the frequency and times of day of dual events (i.e., events at Warriors’ Event Center concurrent with events at AT&T Park).


· Disclose cumulative impacts of use of UCSF hospital or other facilities when either or both Giants/Warriors games or other events occur at the same time.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Consider traffic volume increases associated with the Mission Rock project and future closure of Terry François Boulevard (when it is reconfigured when Mission Rock project is completed.


· There will be increase in GSW project traffic on Mission Bay Blvd North with future closure of Terry François Boulevard when it is reconfigured when the Mission Rock project is completed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Taxi/Valet Exiting Plan. Provide comprehensive pedestrian exiting plan illustrating how taxi and valet parking along Terry François Blvd. will be accessed and announced. The elevator cores near the corners of South St. and Terry François Blvd. are not easily visible from the sidewalk. Unclear access to and from taxi and valet parking areas may result in patrons finding other locations to find taxis which may cause pedestrian flows through UCSF campus.


· Quantitative Pedestrian Flow/Circulation Modeling: Conduct quantitative pedestrian flow/circulation modeling to validate the required size and location of pedestrian routes approaching and within the site to ensure that pedestrians will not spill over sidewalks into roadways and/or the UCSF campus, impacting campus operations, vehicular access or otherwise.


· Pedestrian Barrier on 3rd Street. Request a pedestrian barrier along 3rd street within the central median be studied to mitigate pedestrian jay-walking across 3rd street onto the UCSF Mission Bay campus site.


· Bicycle Facilities: Evaluate whether the event center will provide adequate bicycle facilities to promote access by bike, including wayfinding signage, valet service, bikeshare, and promotion of the Bay Trail for arena access.


· Bicycle Parking Requirements: Current Planning Code for arena calls for bicycle parking spaces for 5% of venue capacity, of which 75% must be attended. If bicycle mode share assumptions are changed to 5-6%, which is plausible, there will be insufficient parking available under the terms of the 1998 FSEIR. The GSW design at Mission Bay should comply with current code by providing parking comparable to the earlier Piers 30-32 design.


· Bicycle Parking and Pedestrian Improvements: Project should be encouraged to mitigate any transportation impacts through bicycle and pedestrian improvements and infrastructure, including new crosswalks, wider sidewalks, special signals, bike lanes or paths with color treatment or protection, signal synchronization and priority for users other than motorists, and on-site bicycle parking commensurate with expected bicycle mode share. SEIR should study project variants that consider a robust bicycle transportation plan in line with the City's own mode share goals.


· Central Subway and Caltrain Electrification: SEIR will assume completion of the Central Subway and Caltrain electrification by the time the Warriors’ proposed project is completed in 2018. This may be a faulty assumption, as the Central Subway is not scheduled for completion until 2019, and Caltrain Electrification is not scheduled to be completed until late 2020 at the earliest. Therefore, the potential impacts of the proposed project before these improvements are in place needs to be analyzed.


· Travel Demand Assumptions: For the estimates of travel demand of Warriors games, data from Oracle Arena should not be used exclusively. Oracle Arena is located a distance from major employment centers, is accessed via a congested freeway, and has limited on-site pre-game dining options. Conversely, the proposed project is located adjacent to downtown San Francisco and will be providing thousands of square feet of new restaurant space. As such, it is likely that game patrons traveling to the project will arrive several hours prior to events and thus will overlap with the evening peak commute hours. Additional data from similar urban arenas (such as Staples Center in Los Angeles) should be reviewed.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Travel Demand Assumptions: Given the proliferation of Uber and other so-called “ride-sharing” services, these modes of travel need to be accounted for in the trip generation and the site planning.


· Mode Share: GSW indicate mode share will be 35% transit, 55% auto, 2% bike, 4% walk and 4% taxi/shuttle/etc., derived from Giants and Kings, however, Kings arena is located well outside downtown, and Giants ballpark seats more than twice and operates at different times in different seasons. Provide evidence for assumptions. Consider split data from SFMTA 2011 mode share survey for Zone 1 (5% bike mode share). 


· Mode Share: When Giants came, they said it was going to be a commuter-only park, with no parking - we all know what happened. So, recommend setting a lower goal on parking load (e.g., reduce from 55% to 25%) because you are going to go over it no matter what you do.


· Bicycle Mode Share: The TMP assumes a 2% bicycle mode share for the GSW 2018 opening, despite Mission Bay's 5% bicycle mode share and City goals for 8% bicycle mode share by 2018 and 20% by 2020. SEIR should resolve the TDM mode share assumptions with existing data for the City and neighborhood and the City's goals for growing bicycle mode share by 2020.


· Bicycle Mode Share: To account for more accurate mode share, rely on the Waterfront Transportation Assessment (WTA). WTA Phase 2 (SOMA/Mission Bay/Central Waterfront Transportation Needs and Solutions Analysis) should be used to determine real transportation impacts across all modes to achieve more realistic bicycle mode share. WTA estimates a 30% increase in total trips in Mission Bay, 20% of which are predicted to be by bike.


· Caltrain Station: Recognize importance of Caltrain Station at 22nd Street. Trip from this station to the arena is roughly as long as trip from Montgomery BART to Giants ballpark.


· Traffic Analysis to Account for UCSF Peak Evening Shifts. The analysis should consider the number of UCSF employees leaving/arriving from the UCSF campus, especially the employee shift change at the UCSF hospitals which would be coincident with Event Center patron arrivals for peak (evening) events.


· Traffic Pinch Points in Mission Bay: Mission Bay has limited street capacity, with certain pinch points at the I-280 on/off ramps, the 16th Street / 7th Street intersection at the Caltrain crossing, and the Fourth Street and Third Street bridges. Interventions at these pinch points are critical to facilitating traffic flow in and out of Mission Bay.


· Traffic Pinch Points: I-280/Mariposa interchange already challenging; addition of traffic from UCSF, and an additional traffic light between I-280 and 3rd Street will make this additionally difficult.


· Impacts on I-80/I-280: Concerned about impacts on I-80 and I-280 on-ramp and off-ramp locations; suggest updated counts at on- and off-ramp locations, including special event data counts.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: Evaluate the extent to which patients in private vehicles and public transit to the UCSF Mission Bay campus site may be delayed or otherwise encounter difficulties reaching the hospital or emergency room due to Event Center traffic congestion on roadways, or queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. Evaluate the extent to which emergency vehicles may be delayed reaching the hospital emergency room. Mitigation measures and/or improvement measures should be identified.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: The SEIR should evaluate the potential impacts on emergency response in the area, particularly given the project’s proposal to close a portion of Third Street to through traffic after events, and given vehicular queues and traffic congestion that are likely to occur both before and after events. Even with parking control officers to direct traffic, UCSF is concerned that traffic 





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


congestion may inhibit the movement of emergency vehicles needing to access the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room, due to vehicular queues on streets as well as queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. In addition, patients who need to each the hospital or emergency room may be in private vehicles, which would not have the benefit of sirens/lights to facilitate their movement through congested traffic. For these reasons, the potential for delay to hospital/emergency room access needs to be considered, as access must be unimpeded 24/7.


· Event Center Light Impact on Operation of UCSF Helipad: Outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay. 


· Construction Effects on UCSF Helicopter Use. Analyze the potential for construction cranes to interfere with air medical access to the UCSF hospital helipad. Construction cranes for the proposed Warriors’ project would be in or in close proximity to the UCSF helicopter flight paths as the UCSF hospital and helipad will be operational in February 2015.


· Ferry Terminal: Addition of a new ferry terminal to support the event center worth considering; would relieve vehicular traffic and crowded MUNI system.


· UCSF Parking Facilities: Do not assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement.


· Parking Demand: Identify the parking demand resulting from the proposed project, particularly during events, and whether parking demand would be met by on- and off-site parking facilities.


· On-Site Parking Supply: Lack of on-site parking will create the circulation of several thousand private vehicles with no place to park.


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Use smart parking management (patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space.


· Parking Supply/Demand Assessment: CEQA does not foreclose a detailed parking supply/demand study for planning and informational purposes, as well as analysis of queuing for parking spaces. EIR should include a parking supply/demand assessment and disclose any parking shortfalls, review area-wide parking conditions, the effects of vehicles circling looking for parking, and queues at all designed event parking facilities.





			


			The SEIR mitigation measures should include:


· Project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully disclosed for all proposed mitigation measures.


· Required roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.


· Consider mitigation measures to reduce project impacts on I-80 and I-280.


· Describe any pedestrian and bicycle mitigation measures and safety countermeasures needed to maintain and improve access to transit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and traffic impacts on State Highways.


· Contraflow Lane Mitigation: Should traffic congestion warrant, the analysis should consider contraflow lanes as mitigation or improvement measures. One possibility is the coning of westbound Mariposa Street to temporarily enable three lanes westbound, rather than two lanes, to facilitate traffic flow onto I-280. This should be considered along with possible interventions on the I-280 onramp to facilitate traffic flow.





			Section 5.3, Noise 


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· General: The SEIR should identify noise mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant noise impacts, including impacts on sensitive receptors at UCSF’s residential and medical facilities.


· Outdoor Event Noise: Analyze impacts from amplified sound equipment to be used for outdoor events in the main plaza nearby facilities. The SEIR should include information on outdoor events, including decibel limits and monitoring, audio/visual design with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations. Include mitigation measures designed to prevent any potentially significant noise impacts.


· Event Center Noise: Analyze the potential for noise leakage from the Event Center structure, particularly during concerts, and associated impacts on adjoining land uses.


· Operational Traffic and Emergency Generator Noise Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen should be treated as sensitive noise receptor; SEIR should disclose noise impacts from traffic and circulation from GSW patrons, employees and deliveries; and diesel generators (in event of power outage).


· Construction Noise and Vibration Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen operations, sensitive instrumentation, laboratories, and chemicals are highly sensitive to noise and vibration. Project should be conditioned so that pile driving is prohibited and driller augers are instead required; and SEIR should analyze noise and vibration impacts of drilled augers.


· Cumulative Construction Noise: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified a potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact from concurrent UCSF/Warriors’ construction projects. This should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.4, Air Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Air Pollutant Exposure: Neighborhoods adjacent to freeways (as indicated in BAAQMD and SFDPH maps), through which project traffic will travel, will experience exacerbated levels of particulate matter and other pollutants, worsening an already dangerous health situation. City will be reducing capacity further on many streets; lines of congestion will stretch further; dispersing particulates through residential and work areas. This must be studied, quantified, and an abatement plan discussed.


· Construction Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen has had to significantly increase the frequency with which it changes its air filters, and has experienced significant amounts of dust and dirt on its windows and walls throughout the UCSF hospital construction. GSW project to be even more impactful to FibroGen. SEIR should conservatively analyze construction air quality impacts.


· Operational Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: Analyze traffic-related air quality effects on FibroGen.


· Cumulative Construction Air Quality Effects: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts from concurrent construction projects and concurrent operations of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.6, Wind and Shadow


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Wind and shadow impacts on UCSF facilities should be analyzed, particularly in areas heavily used by pedestrians, such as Gene Friend Way near Third, and the 16th/4th Streets campus gateway.


· Proposed height increase exceptions, if granted, would have impacts on wind and shadows.





			Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Impact on Mariposa Pump Station: The UCSF 2014 LRDP FEIR identified an issue with the Mariposa Pump Station that has yet to be resolved with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff (see UCSF 2015 LRDP EIR, pp. 7-98 through 7-100 and pg. 10-15). The proposed Warriors’ project may contribute to a cumulative impact and this should be analyzed in the SEIR.


· Operational Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze operational impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.


· Construction Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze construction impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.





			Section 5.8, Public Services


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss the project’s plan for crowd management, nighttime hours of operation, and provisions for sufficient on-site and off-site security and maintenance personnel, public restrooms and trash receptacles.


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss project impacts to law enforcement service ratios/response times; assess fan violence, proliferation of alcohol-related uses, riots; and solid waste management.


· Public Intoxication: Consideration must be given to control unorderly behavior, such as intoxication and public urination (e.g., Giants fans using China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek) for restroom.


· Litter: Consideration must be given to the handling of event related materials that can be littered around the area (not just adjacent streets)


· Graffiti: Project may result in increases in graffiti/damage in area buildings.


· Evacuation Plan for Emergency Response. SEIR should discuss evacuation plan for emergency response, including law enforcement, and make that plan an enforceable mitigation measure. 


· Construction Effects on Public Services. Evaluate construction effects on law enforcement, fire, emergency services and solid waste (displacement of vermin, handling of construction materials).





			Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Trash Impact to Stormwater Quality: The SEIR should identify mitigation, such as additional trash receptacles and post-event trash pick-up radius exterior to the Warriors property line sufficient to avoid impacts on the water quality of the storm drain system.





			Chapter 7, Alternatives


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Modified Site Plan: Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to address significant traffic and circulation impacts (e.g., a reconfigured site plan that provides additional vehicular access s on Third Street and Terry A. François Blvd; additional modifications to freeway access; and modifications to existing public transportation to alleviate traffic concerns).












Table 2-2
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.1, Land Use


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Potential land use impacts should be included in the Draft SEIR, as the proposed Event Center would require a secondary use finding, multiple amendments to the applicable Design for Development and other variances.


· Given GSW project's significant scope and sensitivity of FibroGen use and operations, combined with other uses in the vicinity that have been constructed, disclose any potential land use incompatibilities with surrounding land uses. 





			Section E.2, Aesthetics


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Increased Height/Massing Visual Impact: The numerous modifications proposed to the Mission Bay South Design for Development standards which would increase the height limit, the number of allowed towers on the site, increase building bulk beyond current limits, and eliminate a view corridor, warrants the analysis of aesthetic and view corridor impacts resulting from the proposed project, at least for the purpose of providing information to the public and decision makers.


· Exterior Lighting Impacts: Given the proximity of the proposed entertainment venue to sensitive receptors (i.e., UCSF hospital and residents), information about nighttime lighting at the Event Center, including the potential for outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· Plaza and Retail Visual Impact: Visual impact of the Third Street Plaza and associated retail space being elevated above Third Street, 16th Street and South Street, rather than at street level where activation of the street is encouraged, and the expanse of blank parking garage walls fronting those streets.


· Retail Gatehouse Visual Impact: Retail Gatehouse is located in UCSF view easement and will have a visual impact.


· Construction Nighttime Lighting Effects: Construction-period nighttime lighting and impacts on adjacent land uses should be analyzed, and mitigation measures imposed as appropriate.





			Section E.3, Population and Housing


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Construction Employment Data: Construction job data presented in Initial Study probably dates back from the end of 2013; construction has gone up greatly over the last year; need to make sure outdated data is not used.





			Section E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Mitigation for Cultural Resources: Contact appropriate regional archaeological Information Center. If archaeological inventory survey is required, prepare report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. Contact NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check, and a list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in mitigation measures. Include in mitigation plan provisions for identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, per CEQA Section 16064.5(f). Include in mitigation plan provisions for disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated, which are addressed in PRC 5097.98, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in mitigation plan (see Health and Safety Code 7050.5, PRC 5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e)).





			Section E.10, Recreation


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Increase in Use of Bayfront Park. Initial Study indicated there would not be any substantial increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. However, plan for Bayfront Park never contemplated having 20,000 additional people coming into the neighborhood to use these parks.









Table 2-2 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.11, Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste only)


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Solid Waste. There is a significant increase in solid waste handling as a result of the Giants; the burden of cleanup ends up on Mission Bay and not the City's general fund. Analysis of Warriors project should reflect the increase burden on Mission Bay community from increased solid waste.





			Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Groundwater: Site is too wet; will not be able to successfully build underground parking.





			Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Cumulative Construction-Related Hazardous Materials Impacts: Concerned about hazardous waste releases from all the cumulative construction that will be going on in the project area (within a 3 to 4 block radius) at the same time as the Warriors project.











Assembly Bill 900


The Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act (Assembly Bill 900 or AB 900)[footnoteRef:9], signed by the Governor in September 2011 and effective on January 1, 2012, provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for “environmental leadership development projects (leadership projects).” located on an infill site and that meet the criteria described below.  One of the categories that meets the definition of a leadership project is a project that is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in nature; upon completion, will qualify for LEED silver certification; will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects; and for projects within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the project is consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity and applicable policies specified for the project area either a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy.[footnoteRef:10]  [9: 	California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq.]  [10:  	The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs, Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act, available online at http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php, accessed January 6, 2015 and California Public Resources Code Section 21180(b).] 



The project sponsor (GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of the Golden State Warriors LLC) applied to the governor of California for certification of the proposed project as a leadership project under AB 900, and the application was subject to public review from March 2, 2015 through April 1, 2015. Governor Jerry Brown certified the proposed project as a leadership project on April 30, 2015. Certification indicates that the proposed project meets or will meet the requirements of a leadership project, which involves achieving all of the following conditions: The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining if all the following conditions are met: (1) the project would result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of construction; (2) the project would create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce unemployment; (3) the project would not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs)from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board; (4) the project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to the law to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency, and in the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation; (5) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council; and (6) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 


The act and/or the governor’s guidelines for streamlining judicial review under the act also require the following: the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in nature; the project upon completion will qualify for LEED Silver Certification at a minimum; the project will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects; the project is located on an infill site in an urbanized area; and the project’s Draft EIR must be circulated for public review after the governor certifies the project for CEQA streamlining.[footnoteRef:11] [11: 	.] 



The project sponsor (GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of the Golden State Warriors LLC) applied to the governor of California for certification of the proposed project as a leadership project under AB 900, and the application was subject to public review from March 2, 2015 through April 1, 2015. On March 21, the California Air Resources Board issued Executive Order G-15-022 determining that the proposed project would not result in any net additional GHGs for purposes of certification under AB 900. On April 30, 2015, Governor Jerry Brown certified the proposed project as an eligible project under AB 900, and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research forwarded the Governor’s determination to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. On May 22, 2015, the State Legislative Analyst’s Office indicated that the project aligns with the intent of AB 900, and recommended to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee that they concur with the Governor’s determination. On May 27, 2015, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee concurred with the Governor’s determination that the project is an eligible project under AB 900.


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21187, within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, the OCII issued a public notice on May 7, 2015 stating that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Section 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. The OCII issued a second public notice on June 3, 2015 stating the aforementioned information as well. 


The OCII has prepared an administrative record for the proposed project and associated CEQA review process in accordance with this act. All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record have been posted on, and are downloadable from, the following web site http://gsweventcenter.com/, commencing with the date of the release of the Draft SEIR. The administrative record includes the Draft SEIR and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the Draft SEIR. In addition, a document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the Draft SEIR that is a part of the record of the proceedings will be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes specified by this act. The OCII encourages that written comments on the project be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, so that it can make any comment available to the public within five days of its receipt. 


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21187, within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, the OCII issued a public notice on May 7, 2015 stating that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Section 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Section 21185 of the Public Resources Code requires that the Judicial Council adopt a rule of court to establish procedures applicable to AB 900, as modified by SB 743 described below, requires that any actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development project certified by the Governor or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, of a certified projects must be resolved, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved within 270 days of certification of the administrative recordrecord of proceedings pursuant to Public Resources Code 21186. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. It applies to projects that have a certified EIR and are certified by the Governor as “environmental leadership development projects” by January 1, 2016.  AB 900 remains effective until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date.SB 743 extends the effectiveness of AB 900 until January 1, 2017.


Senate Bill 743


On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 743 (Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislation Session), which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:12] Among other provisions, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects and modifies AB 900 as discussed above. [12: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”[footnoteRef:13] Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ]  [14:  	See Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).] 



a) The project is in a transit priority area; and 


b) The project is on an infill site; and


c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.


The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: the project is located in proximity to several transit routes, including SFMTA Muni Metro stops; the project is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses, is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development, and is zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio (FAR) greater than 0.75; and the project would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses.[footnoteRef:15] Thus, this SEIR does not consider either aesthetics or the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. [15: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Criteria Checklist: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, November 10, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will be no change in the standard protocol used by OCII related to design and historic review for this project. The applicable urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project — which are contained in the Mission Bay South Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan — would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals under the South OPA, including Major Phase approval for Blocks 29-32 and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces. The design review process would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues. Project impacts on historical and cultural resources are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


The OCII recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic and parking effects of a proposed project and may desire that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, Chapter 3, Project Description, includes graphic depictions of the project. However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to SB 743. Similarly, Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc165175545]Contents and Organization of the EIR


This SEIR describes the proposed project and required approvals, analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and a project variant, identifies mitigation measures where those impacts are significant, identifies cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives. 


This SEIR is organized as follows:


· Chapter 1, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the entire SEIR by presenting a concise overview of the project description and providing in a tabular format a summary of the environmental impacts that would result from the project, mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the project variant and its impacts, and the alternatives to the proposed project.


· Chapter 2, Introduction. This chapter describes the environmental review process, the previous environmental review of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans, the public and agency comments received on the scope of the SEIR, and the organization of the SEIR.


· Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project’s background, objectives, and location; describes the physical characteristics of the project, including both the construction and operational phases; and identifies required project approvals.


· Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the applicable plans, policies, and regulations of the local, regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site, and discusses the proposed project’s consistency with those plans, policies, and regulations.


· Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes the project’s existing setting and environmental impacts with respect to transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind and shadow, utilities and service systems, public services, and hydrology and water quality. Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within this chapter, and each section identifies the thresholds of significance used to assess the severity of the impacts. Within each section, there is a summary of the relevant sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, descriptions of the setting and regulatory framework, and impact analyses of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented.


· Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues. This chapter addresses any growth-inducing impacts that would result from the proposed project, the significant environmental effects of the project that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, and areas of known controversy.


· Chapter 7, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives as well as reduce identified significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected.


· Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant. This chapter describes and analyzes a variant to the proposed project at an equal level of detail as the proposed project.


· Chapter 9, Report Preparers. This chapter identifies the SEIR authors and consultants; project sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.


· Appendices. The appendices include the Notice of Preparation, the complete Initial Study, and supporting technical information for the SEIR.
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Alternatives


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


Alternatives Analysis


Alternative A: No Project 


Impacts of the No Project Alternative 





Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS) with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the No Project Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			3.6


			32


			2.1


			2.0





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			3.3


			17


			0.26


			0.24





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			30


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.30


			1.0


			0.04


			0.04





			EnergyBoilers


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			35


			36


			2223


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.06


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			EnergyBoilers


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			6.36.4


			6.56.7


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.1410


			0.1410





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation) a


			8.86


			8.87





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated) a


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total a 


			75.2


			63.864


			89.290





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 





SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. However, Eeven though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that ofthose calculated for the proposed project. However, since the proposed project would have no net increase in GHG emissions, the GHG emissions of the No Project Alternative would be greater than those of the proposed project,but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions for the No Project Alternative would be less than significant assuming compliance with applicable policies and regulations, and no mitigation is required.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still be significant even with maximum complianceimplementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			1311


			175154


			7.16.2


			7.16.2





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.450.80


			1.340.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			6649


			246203


			8.67.0


			8.57.0





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.520.46


			9382


			0.60.51


			0.60.51





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			14.66.7


			7048


			1.50.80


			1.30.73





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			3931


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			5439


			164130


			2.01.3


			1.91.2





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRONRamboll Environ, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP(Alternative–GSW Trips)


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5, same as project)


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers (assumes 4, same as project)


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile (Alternative–GSW Trips)


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4)


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Totala


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			Estimated Emissions Reduction Required


			1.77


			9.25


			0


			0











NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Intensity Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.3127


			0.3127





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053049


			0.053048





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.


 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply to this alternative. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million persons exposed. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 111 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Intensity Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 48 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 37.2 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.28.5 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			5448


			2.82.5


			2825





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.28.5


			0.480.44


			4.84.4





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)a


			117/72111 / 72


			66 / 64


			109/86106 / 86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures that include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900 not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, Iit is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the AB 900 application submitted for the proposed project. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same orsomewhat less than that of the project, but given the assumption that this alternative would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Operational air quality impacts associated with emissions of ROG and NOx (Impact remains SUM, but under the proposed project, ROG and NOx emissions would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, and would be reduced to 64 and 105 pounds per day, respectively, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative).


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all most of the basic objectives of the project. 


With the exception of the event center, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces the scale of development at the site. The project sponsor has indicated that this reduction may affect the economic feasibility of the project. Based on current information, however, this alternative is considered potentially feasible. The feasibility of this alternative (based on economic or other considerations) will be determined at the time OCII decides whether to approve the project or an alternative to the project.


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 59 and 246 226 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 144 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum implementation compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Thus, similar to the proposed project, an offset emissions mitigation measure would be required to provide for reduction of levels of ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds through pollution reduction programs elsewhere in the air basin. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.4614


			180.07204


			6.867.6


			6.867.6





			Truck and Vehicle Emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.9160


			3.384


			3.438





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			553.43


			229570.46


			120.75


			110.70





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			NoYes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions
for the Off-site Alternative


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.8876


			15735.90


			1.10.98


			1.10.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissionsEmissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.109


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			298.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			376.89


			19977.72


			1.974


			1.870





			BAAQMD Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. UnlLike the proposed project, operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be a less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the proposed project and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions substantiallyslightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would be belowexceed the applicable significance thresholds. The primary reason for this difference is that the Off-site Alternative is located in Superdistrict 1 which, because of its proximity to major regional transit connections results in lower vehicle trip rates and a resultant estimated VMT of approximately 54 percent compared to that of the proposed project. Consequently, The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would not apply to the Off-site Alternative for operational emissions of criteria air pollutants, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			3712


			8717


			144.9


			6.32.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			2.13.3


			2314


			4.62.9


			4.62.9





			Area Sources


			4029


			0.3710


			0.049


			0.049





			Marine


			1.1


			7.4


			0.28


			0.28





			Total 


			4680


			48102


			1017


			7.19.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile Sources  (Alternative – GSW Trips)


			2.26.8


			3.216


			0.892.5


			0.401.2





			Standby Diesel Generators (assumes 5)


			0.05


			0.15


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers (assumes 4 at Piers 30-32, 10 at SWL 330)


			0.600.38


			4.12.6


			0.8352


			0.8352





			Area Sources


			5.37.2


			0.027


			<0.012


			<0.012





			Marine


			0.20


			1.3


			0.05


			0.05





			Total


			8.314


			8.819


			1.83.1


			1.31.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not theto this cumulative contributions of all sourcesimpact (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  	An increase of 0.2 μg/m3 in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727-736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25), even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-25, concentrations of PM2.5 under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant. Consequently, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Table 7-25
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact 


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Construction





			Background at the receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			1.8


			0.13





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.29


			0.02





			Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant? (Unmitigated/Mitigated)


			Yes/Yes


			No/No	Comment by Michael Keinath: Project impact is less than 0.2, but overall is greater than 10, hence “significant” determination





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			9.1


			10.1





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Project Operations - Marine


			0.08


			0.04





			Project Total


			0.45


			0.41





			Significance Threshold


			0.2


			0.2





			Significant?


			Yes


			Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total concentrations may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-26). This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  


Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-26
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the OFF-SITE Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			Residential Receptor with Highest Project Impact


			Residential Receptor with Highest Background Impact 





			Background at the receptor 


			113


			560





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			285


			17





			Mitigated (Tier 3 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			44


			2.7





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2





			Project Operations - Marine


			44


			23





			Project Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			366/125


			77/62





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/Yes


			Yes/Yes





			


NOTES:


a	The total risks may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: Ramboll Environ, 2015











Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would be required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like Similar to the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respectiveapplicable significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative construction air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, and mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project would be required, including construction emissions minimization measures and offset emissions measures. 


However, unlike the proposed project, which would result in significant and unavoidable impacts even with mitigation with respect to its contribution to cumulative impacts on emissions of criteria air pollutants, the Off-site Alternative would have a less-than-significant contribution to cumulative operational air quality impacts. Therefore, with respect to cumulative, operational air quality impacts, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially less severe impacts than the project.


On the other hand, the Off-site Alternative would have substantially greater severe impacts than the proposed project with respect to cumulative health risk impacts. Because this alternative is located in an APEZ and would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations that exceed the significance thresholds, the alternative's contribution to cumulative impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as compared to the proposed project, which would have a less than significant impact.


SimilarlyOverall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate GHG emissions, but also similar to the proposed project, it can be assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and operated such that it would qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, the proposed project is a certified environmental leadership project under AB 900 and the CARB has determined that the proposed project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions based on the AB 900 application which includes voluntary acquisition of carbon credits by the project sponsor. Therefore, it is assumed that the Off-Site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy and the associated AB 900 application that would be submitted for this alternative. Thus, given the assumptions that this alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the project and would also qualify as an environmental leadership project under AB 900, the Off-site Alternative would result in no net increase in GHG emissions, like the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet allmost of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Operational air quality impacts due to emissions of criteria air pollutants and associated contribution to cumulative impacts. (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation and associated contribution to cumulative impacts. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts at different intersections than those identified for the proposed project. The number of intersections with significant traffic impacts would increase, and these  impacts would occur under a greater number of scenarios. Even though the Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, traffic impacts would be substantially greater due to its more central and congested location closer to downtown. (Impact would be SUM.)


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


[INSERT DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE, WHY "POTENTIALLY FEASIBLE", BUT NOTE REASONS WHY IT MAY NOT BE FEASIBLE.] Uncertain if required permits can be obtained, financial feasibility


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve most of the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts related to noise, air quality, wind, and utilities that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation and biological resources that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project; LS impacts not shown, refer to Chap for the impacts of Variant/alternative.


7. Alternatives





7. Alternatives








Case No. 2010.0493E	7-37	The 34th America’s Cup and James R. Herman
210317		Cruise Terminal and Northeast Wharf Plaza





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-26	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-25	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-44	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-27	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 28, 2015 Subject to Revision







From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 6:43:09 AM


 
__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the BART
system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 
All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for them.
Why does San Francisco need this? 
Anyone?


Pax.
Sean Karlin


__._,_.___


Posted by: Sean Karlin <sean.karlin@gmail.com>
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Kelly


(dkelly@warriors.com)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Mitigation/Improvement Measure Agreement
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 7:20:51 AM


David,
Since I know everyone will be distracted tomorrow for Game 1 of the NBA finals, I want to provide
you with an early warning that we will need your signature on the agreement before publication on
Friday. I will email the document to you as soon as possible today for your signature. The agreement
is similar to what you signed for the NOP/IS, except it will include only the SEIR mitigation and
improvement measures.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best,
Brett
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: City portion of the AB900 Administrative Record
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:50:17 AM


Brett:
 
Can you please give me a call re: your portion of the AB 900 record (e.g., Admin drafts, emails, etc.).
We will need to get that from you soon, as we need to incorporate into our AB 900 record.  Thanks
much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: FW: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:28:58 AM


Hi Chris,
 
I just left you a voice mail, but what I need to know for the EIR analysis is whether the last two
projects mentioned by Herb, expected to be completed by fall 2017 are needed before the SFPUC
can accept wastewater flows from the Warriors arena project.
 
I am at the number below until 10:15, then I will be on my cell phone until jury duty starts at 11.
510-610-1170
 
Thanks,
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Dang, Herb [mailto:hdang@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 6:46 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Eickman, Kent; Aldhafari, Bassam
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Unknown as to the date of completion of all needed fixes to prevent dry weather flow from entering
the wet weather box, currently.
 
WWE is currently talking to MTA about joining a project with MTA at a site “Sewer Line Replacement
at SFMTA Islais Creek Bus Facility” 
 
The other know point of restriction is at the Mariposa dry weather pump station influent sewer
restriction. The project to fix this issue is currently starting up and will be finished by fall 15.
Two other projects will then integrate the current fixes will be started in spring 2017 completed fall
2017.
 
Herb
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:11 PM
To: Eickman, Kent; Dang, Herb; Aldhafari, Bassam
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; bgoldstein@hydroce.com; Mary Lucas McDonald; Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
Importance: High



mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com





 
Hi Kent, Herbert, and Bassam
Can one of you please provide a response ASAP to the following question:
 


·         What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the Mariposa Pump
Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using wet
weather facilities?


 
We need this information today for the Warriors Arena EIR.
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Beth Goldstein [mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
I think the question is: What is the schedule for completing the improvements at the
Mariposa Pump Station required to provide 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity without using
wet weather facilities?
 


And its hard to follow the email trail below but I believe the answer is that by connecting
the 10" sanitary FM to the 20" wet weather FM, the dry weather pumping capacity
increases to 3.5 MGD but that there is still use of the wet weather sump...to avoid use of
the wet weather sump during dry weather there is a gravity 12" sewer main on Mariposa
btwn 3rd St and the PS that needs upsizing as well...the former project to be completed
mid/late 2016, the latter no set date pending inclusion in the MTA project...


 


But I would definitely recommend confirming this with Kent or Herb or Bassam...Thanks!
Beth


 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Chris,
 
I tried to follow up with Herb verbally, but he hasn't returned my call. If what he's referring to as the
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Third Street work is needed to achieve the 3.5 mgd dry weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump
Station, we need to know when it will be completed if it's not part of the MTA Project. This is key to
the impact analysis for the Mariposa sub-basin. Could you help get this answer?
 
Thanks,
 
Mary


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Dang, Herb" <hdang@sfwater.org>
Date: May 27, 2015 at 9:37:23 AM PDT
To: Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: "Eickman, Kent" <keickman@sfwater.org>, "Kern, Chris" <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>,
Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Paul Mitchell"
<PMitchell@esassoc.com>, "Whitt, Robert" <rwhitt@sfwater.org>, "Freeman, Craig"
<CFreeman@sfwater.org>
Subject: Re: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments


It is required to avoid using the wet weather facilities for dry weather flow which is a
regulatory issue if is long term


Sent from:
Herb Dang's iPhone
750 Phelps street
SF Ca 94124
Hdang@sfwater.org
415 920 4281
 
 


On May 27, 2015, at 9:32 AM, Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>
wrote:


Thanks Kent,
 
Is the work at third required to achieve the 3.5 mgd capacity of the
Mariposa Pump Station?
 
Mary McDonald
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
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211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Kern, Chris; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb says the schedule is:
mid late 2016
Sewer work at third later if not part of mta project
 


 


From: Eickman, Kent 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:39 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul
Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Dang, Herb
Cc: Whitt, Robert; Freeman, Craig
Subject: RE: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Herb, the group has a question for the Warriors EIR. Will the interim MPS
work be done this summer?
Thanks, Kent
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Eickman, Kent
Subject: follow up re Mariposa Pump Station interim improvments
 
Hi Joyce,
Kent’s phone number is 415-695-7340. He’s cc’d on this message.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Comments for Further Design Development
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 10:26:24 AM
Attachments: Blocks 29-32, BC SD Conditions of Approval.docx


Block 30-32 GSW event center.doc


Kate/Clarke - attached are comments that Pedro and David have put together as
placeholders for areas to continue to work on going into the DDs.  That said, all our past
comments on the overall design concept still hold.


Thanks


Catherine


From: Arce, Pedro (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 10:20 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: GSW Conditions of Approval
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May 7, 2015


DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL		


Prepared by Pedro Francisco Arce, OCII


Further Study and design the following features of systems:


A. For The whole Site


1. Trash management: coordinate schedule and operations for the collection, recycling, storage, removal of refuse.


2. Lighting and way-finding, retail and building identification signing: these shall be defined according to the nature of the uses envisioned for the Site. Lighting shall support the role of the Events Center as a civic structure and complement the surrounding and neighboring uses. Signage shall orient, direct and invite patrons; at the same time it shall not overwhelm and/or brand the site.


3. Color of the proposed exterior materials: consider a light color palette, especially for the Events Center metal panels. The palette shall be similar to the color indicated in renderings. 


4. Selection of exterior materials: this shall be done according to the interior functions of each building and the overall aesthetics depicted in the renderings. 


B. For the Events Center


5. Proscenium element; it shall be a light filigree-like structure that complements the architecture of the Events Center.


C. For the Food Hall and Retail 


6. Standards and Guidelines: develop retail standards and design guidelines to ensure a lively and successful environment of the retail spaces while considering flexibility to accommodate overtime changing needs. Standards and guidelines to include specific considerations about retail depth, access to service, lighting, signing, sunshades, umbrellas, furniture, awnings, art, planting, etc.


7. South Street entrance: continue to study it so as to retain a gradual transition between the sidewalk and the pedestrian path in the upper level and to provide an attractive visual terminus to Bridgeview Way. 


D. For the Open Space


8. Refinements and completion of design of all areas: define with more precision furniture such as tables and chairs, umbrellas, movable planters, bicycle racks, trash cans, planting pots, railings, etc. These fixtures shall contribute to define the character of the different open spaces, and to the Site as a whole and support the programming of activities. 


E. Gatehouse (no suggestions)


F. Parking (no information provided which hampers the identification of issues that need to be resolved)


G. For the Office Buildings


9. Relationship between the structurally glazed curtain wall and the location of equipment: avoid visual conflicts.


10. Integration between projecting metal frames and building structure: for the South Tower in particular, better coordination is encouraged so as to define a cohesiveness of the Main Plaza.


11. Design of the mechanical plan and roof; consider minimizing the presence of window washing equipment.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Blocks 29-32, BC SD Conditions of Approval
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May 8, 2015


Catherine Reilly


Project Manager 



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure



One South Van Ness 



San Francisco, CA 94103



Re: Golden State Warriors Event Center Schematic Design


General


In anticipation of the Golden State Warrior Arena, OCII and the Planning Department developed general design guidelines to ensure city goals and good urban design were balanced with the programmatic and functional needs of the project and the unique opportunities of the site. These, in addition to the MBS Design for Development standards and guidelines are the basis of the design review. This is a review of the Schematic Design submittal dated 5.5.15



1. Development Envelope


The development proposal does not fit within the Mission Bay South Design for Development standards and will need variances (Plan Amendments?) for the following:



Height limit: the allowed height limit on Blocks 30 and 32 is 90’. Due to the siting of the arena an amendment to the design for development will be requested.


16th Street setback:  The loading and parking entrance encroaches into a portion of the required 20’ setback along 16th street.


Exceptions to the Varas: Due to the size and siting of the arena an exception to the varas will be requested.


Exceptions to the corner and street wall frontage requirements:  The overall site concept seeks to create a central public open space that extends to the sidewalks and connects to the main points of access from 3rd Street. 


2.
 Site Plan/ Open Space 


The open space performs an important function of unifying the project. One of the fundamental design principles was that this appears open and public, and relates to the both the urban edges and the waterfront edge respectively. The guidelines speak to the public quality of the project and avoidance of overt theming that would diminish the sense of publicness. 


One of the central urban design features the D4D defines the use of varas to provide a consistent urban scale and provide openness to the blocks. The practicality of providing varas as specified in the D4D are infeasible, but alternative means of meeting the intent of the varas are being designed to visually connect Illinois and Bridgeview into the project site. 


The ‘Illinois moment’ needs to perform several important functions: 1) to break down the massing of site; 2) to distinguish the office from the arena; and 3) tie the overall site into the neighborhood.


Continue to explore the design of a significant, memorable, and useful termination to Illinois Street. 


The connection between the Illinois vara and the center plaza should be as visibly and physically open and public as possible.


The treatment at Bridgeview vara at South Street must also demonstrate an open and sculptural access into the site. The current proposal presents a blank garage entrance with a second story retail storefront above. This is not a satisfactory solution. Continue to develop the design in accordance with the design direction and intent of the D4D and specific guidelines. Specific design direction includes wide inviting stairs and landscaping flanking the garage entrance that align with the sidewalk zones of Bridgeview, and building massing that retains  open visual access to the podium level.


2. Streetscape 


Indicate the location of various transportation management features (bus loading, colored curbs, etc.) and their relationship to the streetscape plan.



Provide a streetscape plan that conforms to the Mission Bay Streetscape Plan. Street trees should be planted at regular intervals and avoid a discontinuities. Except for curb cut and corners, trees should be spaced at 20’ centers. Show trees at the plaza at Terry Francois Boulevard (southeast corner); midblock along 3rd street; mid-block along South Street; and mid-block along TFB.



16th Street setback: The portion of the required 20’ setback along 16th street is interrupted by the loading and parking entrance that provides a set of stairs to the podium level within the setback. As an exception to the setback this will need to demonstrate that the design is both functionally and aesthetically superior to a setback at grade. The setback is intended to provide a comfortable pedestrian area. In the case of the event center and the transportation plan, it is anticipated that 16th street will have large volumes of people walking, riding bikes and boarding buses. The setback should accommodate this function during events and provide an elegant and functional space during non-events. More design development is needed to demonstrate this is being achieved. The garage entrance encroaches into the setback but also aligns with the terminus of Illinois Street / vara. The combination of these two conditions will require exceptional spatial and architectural treatment.  The architecture and landscape design of the so-called ‘Illinois moment’ will continue to be developed.  (See above).


Continue to explore opportunities for the design of Terry Francois Boulevard, which may include raised and widened crosswalks at the corners to connect to the Park, and sidewalk widening.


Due to the anticipated high volume of pedestrians, and the generally wide garage access points, the curb cuts should be designed to alert motorists to presence of pedestrians, and provide visual continuity of the sidewalk. Incorporate special paving across the curb cut apron at the garage entrance to alert drivers of a transition from the street to sidewalk.


Sidewalk paving should be a clear and standard part of the public realm. Plaza paving that extends into the sidewalk and gives the sense of proprietarizing public space should be avoided.


3. Bike Parking. The location and access to the bike parking should facilitate the most convenient means of getting to and from the bike storage. Please provide bike parking to serve workers in the food hall and arena that is separate from the bike valet for event visitors. Demonstrate how the amount provided complies with the bike parking requirements per each building.


4. Architecture 



Office buildings


Provide dimensions indicating bulk requirements are met.


Provide data on how bike parking requirement is provided.(See above).


Retail Spaces


The storefront design is starting to express a consistent and well-modulated complement to the main open space of the plaza and street frontages. As the design continues to develop, ensure that the materials and detailing augment the human-scale while maintaining the open, transparent quality. Articulating the storefront with some solid architectural material, both vertically and horizontally (for example, bulkheads, transoms, and pilasters) would help ground the podium buildings at the corner and add scale elements. Additional intentionality about awnings, canopies, and signage would help the scale and consistency.


Continue to develop the design to strengthen and clarify the architectural delineation between retail and office uses.


Detailed review of material selection will focus on the how those materials comply the with the overall Design for Development guidelines and specific guidelines for this project, as well as how they support  the architecture that is appropriate to its use, setting, and relationship between the different buildings.


Towers


Exterior surfaces should be predominately light in color and highly reflective materials should be limited--continue working on this condition. Modulate and articulate tall buildings both horizontally and vertically. 


Market Hall



The architecture of the Market Hall along TFB starts to read as a well-modulated and scaled high-quality fabric that provides an active street frontage. Ultimate success will rely on the material and detailing of the systems that imparts the appropriate scale and quality.



Specifically, please consider integrating the guardrail system on podium above to read as an extension of the metal storefront glazing system; and design a unifying awning/ canopy system informed by and compatible with other façade components and materials. The awnings /canopies should be sized and located to provide a human-scale feature at the street. The material detailing of the solid frames, whether stone of concrete, should incorporate a scale feature.



Arena



There is a high expectation that the iconic sculptural quality of the arena will be matched by materiality and detailing as indicated by material samples as referenced, but not specifically defined in the schematics. Further design development will expect the material and detailing to provide a rich textured, finely scaled and detailed envelope. The massing forms of the arena should not be executed with flat, monotonous, and singular materials. The reference images of materials will continue to inform the final design expectations.


5. Public Open Space


Providing a variety of different sizes locations and uses for open spaces at various locations throughout the project is commendable. Public open space should appear public and inviting. The elevated Bayfront Terrace is an important publicly accessible open space providing an over view to the bay which should not require restrictions or requirements to enter. Access to the Bayfront Terrace should appear obvious and inviting to the public. 


Avoid overt theming in the design of lighting. 


6. 
General


While it is understood and appreciated that the complexity and magnitude of the various parts of the development are challenging on their own, the most important design challenge is that the parts fit together. A continued effort to coordinate the relationships between individual buildings and landscape will necessary for a successful design.
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From: Arce, Pedro (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: GSW Conditions of Approval
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 10:20:42 AM
Attachments: Blocks 29-32, BC SD Conditions of Approval.docx
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May 7, 2015


DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL		


Prepared by Pedro Francisco Arce, OCII


Further Study and design the following features of systems:


A. For The whole Site


1. Trash management: coordinate schedule and operations for the collection, recycling, storage, removal of refuse.


2. Lighting and way-finding, retail and building identification signing: these shall be defined according to the nature of the uses envisioned for the Site. Lighting shall support the role of the Events Center as a civic structure and complement the surrounding and neighboring uses. Signage shall orient, direct and invite patrons; at the same time it shall not overwhelm and/or brand the site.


3. Color of the proposed exterior materials: consider a light color palette, especially for the Events Center metal panels. The palette shall be similar to the color indicated in renderings. 


4. Selection of exterior materials: this shall be done according to the interior functions of each building and the overall aesthetics depicted in the renderings. 


B. For the Events Center


5. Proscenium element; it shall be a light filigree-like structure that complements the architecture of the Events Center.


C. For the Food Hall and Retail 


6. Standards and Guidelines: develop retail standards and design guidelines to ensure a lively and successful environment of the retail spaces while considering flexibility to accommodate overtime changing needs. Standards and guidelines to include specific considerations about retail depth, access to service, lighting, signing, sunshades, umbrellas, furniture, awnings, art, planting, etc.


7. South Street entrance: continue to study it so as to retain a gradual transition between the sidewalk and the pedestrian path in the upper level and to provide an attractive visual terminus to Bridgeview Way. 


D. For the Open Space


8. Refinements and completion of design of all areas: define with more precision furniture such as tables and chairs, umbrellas, movable planters, bicycle racks, trash cans, planting pots, railings, etc. These fixtures shall contribute to define the character of the different open spaces, and to the Site as a whole and support the programming of activities. 


E. Gatehouse (no suggestions)


F. Parking (no information provided which hampers the identification of issues that need to be resolved)


G. For the Office Buildings


9. Relationship between the structurally glazed curtain wall and the location of equipment: avoid visual conflicts.


10. Integration between projecting metal frames and building structure: for the South Tower in particular, better coordination is encouraged so as to define a cohesiveness of the Main Plaza.


11. Design of the mechanical plan and roof; consider minimizing the presence of window washing equipment.
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From: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Confirmation of Order 2758442 for Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E (June 5, 2015 Connection)
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:25:48 AM


Dear Customer:


The order listed below has been received and processed.  If you have any questions regarding this
order, please contact your ad coordinator or the phone number listed below.


Customer Account Number: 124420
Type of Notice                  : GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
Ad Description                  : Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E (June 5, 2015 Connection)
Our Order Number            : 2758442
Newspaper                       : SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10%
Publication Date(s)            : 06/03/2015


Thank you.


GLENDA SOBRIQUE
DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION
CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU
Phone: (800) 788 7840 / (213)229-5300
Fax: (800) 540 4089 / (213)229-5481



mailto:glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com

mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org






From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:04:21 AM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


I am OK with this final draft.
 
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
 
Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
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San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Glenda Sobrique
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Glenda Sobrique
Subject: FW: CNS#2758434 - SF EXAMINER
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 10:56:32 AM
Attachments: 06-01-2015_CNS#2758434.pdf
Importance: High


Good Morning,
 
Attached is the artwork for your final approval (12 pt font as requested).
 
 
Customer Account Number: 124420
Type of Notice                  : DPN - DISPLAY PUBLIC NOTICE - 1 PUB
Ad Description                  : PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
(ELDP)
Our Order Number            : 2758434
Newspaper                       : SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10%
Publication Date(s)            : 06/03/2015
Total cost is $8748.00
 
 
Please review and advise as soon as possible.
 
I have the space reserved.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hi Glenda,
 
Thank you for waiting.   The first ad is correct.  Please publish  the AB 900 (5-page) ad in 12pt font
when published in the paper on Wednesday.
 
The 2 ads DEIR ads are different, there is some different text in bullet 1 of each ad.  Please
publish those separately.
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Public Notice of eNviroNmeNtal  
leadershiP develoPmeNt Project (eldP)



Date:	 June	2,	2015



Case No.:	 Office	of	Community	Investment	and	Infrastructure	
(OCII):		
			ER	2014-919-97	
Planning	Department:	2014.1441E



Certification:		 Governor	–	April	30,	2015



	 Joint	Legislative	Budget	Committee	–	May	27,	2015



Project Title:	 event center and mixed-use development at 
mission bay blocks 29-32



Zoning: MB-RA;	Mission	Bay	South	Redevelopment	Plan	
–	Commercial/Industrial/	Retail	Designation;	Design	
for	Development	for	the	Mission	Bay	South	Project	
Area	Height	Zone	5



Block/Lot:	 Mission	Bay	South	Redevelopment	Plan	Blocks	29-
32;	Assessor’s	Block	8722,	Lots	001	and	008



Blocks Size:	 Mission	Bay	Blocks	29-32:	Approximately	11	acres



Project Sponsor/ 



Applicant: GSW	Arena	LLC	



 David	Kelly	
(510)	986-2200	
dkelly@warriors.com



Lead Agency:	 OCII



Staff Contact: Sally	Oerth,	OCII	–	(415)	749-2580	
sally.oerth@sfgov.org	



THE	APPLICANT	HAS	ELECTED	TO	PROCEED	UNDER	
CHAPTER	6.5	(COMMENCING	WITH	SECTION	21178)	OF	THE	
PUBLIC	RESOURCES	CODE,	WHICH	PROVIDES,	AMONG	
OTHER	THINGS,	THAT	ANY	JUDICIAL	ACTION	CHALLENGING	
THE	CERTIFICATION	OF	THE	EIR	OR	THE	APPROVAL	OF	
THE	PROJECT	DESCRIBED	IN	THE	EIR	IS	SUBJECT	TO	THE	
PROCEDURES	SET	FORTH	IN	SECTIONS	21185	TO	21186,	
INCLUSIVE,	OF	THE	PUBLIC	RESOURCES	CODE.	A	COPY	OF	
CHAPTER	6.5	(COMMENCING	WITH	SECTION	21178)	OF	THE	
PUBLIC	RESOURCES	CODE	IS	INCLUDED	BELOW. 



PUBLIC	RESOURCES	CODE	–	PRC	
Division	13.		ENVIRONMENTAL	QUALITY	[21000	–	21189.3]	



(Division	13	added	by	Stats.	1970,	Ch.	1433.)



chapter 6.5: jobs and economic improvement through environmental 
leadership act of 2011



§21178.
The	Legislature	finds	and	declares	all	of	the	following:
(a)		 The	 overall	 unemployment	 rate	 in	 California	 is	 12	 percent,	 and	 in	



certain	regions	of	the	state	that	rate	exceeds	13	percent.
(b)		 The	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(Division	13	(commencing	



with	Section	21000)	of	the	Public	Resources	Code)	requires	that	the	
environmental	 impacts	 of	 development	 projects	 be	 identified	 and	
mitigated.



(c)		 The	 act	 also	 guarantees	 the	 public	 an	 opportunity	 to	 review	 and	
comment	on	the	environmental	impacts	of	a	project	and	to	participate	
meaningfully	in	the	development	of	mitigation	measures	for	potentially	
significant	environmental	impacts.



(d)	 There	are	large	projects	under	consideration	in	various	regions	of	the	
state	 that	would	 replace	 old	 and	 outmoded	 facilities	with	 new	 job-
creating	facilities	to	meet	those	regions'	needs	while	also	establishing	
new,	cutting-edge	environmental	benefits	to	those	regions.



(e)		 These	 projects	 are	 privately	 financed	 or	 financed	 from	 revenues	
generated	 from	the	projects	 themselves	and	do	not	 require	 taxpayer	
financing.



(f)	 These	projects	further	will	generate	thousands	of	full-time	jobs	during	
construction	and	thousands	of	additional	permanent	jobs	once	they	are	
constructed	and	operating.



(g)	 These	projects	also	present	an	unprecedented	opportunity	to	implement	
nation-leading	 innovative	 measures	 that	 will	 significantly	 reduce	
traffic,	 air	 quality,	 and	other	 significant	 environmental	 impacts,	 and	
fully	mitigate	the	greenhouse	gas	emissions	resulting	from	passenger	
vehicle	trips	attributed	to	the	project.



(h)	These	pollution	reductions	will	be	the	best	in	the	nation	compared	to	
other	comparable	projects	in	the	United	States.



(i)		 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 act	 is	 to	 provide	 unique	 and	 unprecedented	
streamlining	benefits	under	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	
for	 projects	 that	 provide	 the	 benefits	 described	 above	 for	 a	 limited	
period	of	time	to	put	people	to	work	as	soon	as	possible.



§21180.
For	the	purposes	of	this	chapter,	the	following	terms	shall	have	the	following	
meanings:
(a)		 "Applicant"	means	a	public	or	private	entity	or	its	affiliates,	or	a	person	



or	entity	that	undertakes	a	public	works	project,	that	proposes	a	project	
and	its	successors,	heirs,	and	assignees.



(b)		 "Environmental	leadership	development	project,"	"leadership	project,"	
or	"project"	means	a	project	as	described	in	Section	21065	that	is	one	
the	following:
(1)		 A	residential,	retail,	commercial,	sports,	cultural,	entertainment,	



or	 recreational	 use	 project	 that	 is	 certified	 as	 LEED	 silver	 or	



                                                                



Office of Community



Investment and Infrastructure
 (Successor to the San Francisco



Redevelopment Agency)



One South Van Ness Avenue



San Francisco, CA 94103
415.749.2400
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Mara Rosales, Chair 
Miguel Bustos 
Marily Mondejar 
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Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL  



LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: June 2, 2015 



Case No.: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):  
   ER 2014-919-97 
Planning Department: 2014.1441E



Certification:  Governor – April 30, 2015 



 Joint Legislative Budget Committee – May 27, 2015



Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay 
Blocks 29-32 



Zoning: MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – 
Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for 
Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height 
Zone 5 



Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s 
Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 



Project Sponsor/  



Applicant: GSW Arena LLC  



David Kelly 
(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com 



Lead Agency: OCII 



Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 
sally.oerth@sfgov.org  



THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 



WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 



AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 



CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 



THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 



21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 



(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 



INCLUDED BELOW.
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better	by	the	United	States	Green	Building	Council	and,	where	
applicable,	 that	 achieves	 a	 10-percent	 greater	 standard	 for	
transportation	 efficiency	 than	 for	 comparable	 projects.	 These	
projects	must	be	located	on	an	infill	site.	For	a	project	that	is	within	
a	 metropolitan	 planning	 organization	 for	 which	 a	 sustainable	
communities	 strategy	 or	 alternative	 planning	 strategy	 is	 in	
effect,	 the	 infill	project	shall	be	consistent	with	 the	general	use	
designation,	 density,	 building	 intensity,	 and	 applicable	 policies	
specified	for	the	project	area	in	either	a	sustainable	communities	
strategy	or	an	alternative	planning	strategy,	 for	which	 the	State	
Air	Resources	Board,	pursuant	to	subparagraph	(H)	of	paragraph	
(2)	of	subdivision	(b)	of	Section	65080	of	the	Government	Code,	
has	accepted	a	metropolitan	planning	organization's	determination	
that	 the	 sustainable	 communities	 strategy	 or	 the	 alternative	
planning	strategy	would,	if	implemented,	achieve	the	greenhouse	
gas	emission	reduction	targets.



(2)		 A	 clean	 renewable	 energy	 project	 that	 generates	 electricity	
exclusively	 through	 wind	 or	 solar,	 but	 not	 including	 waste	
incineration	or	conversion.



(3)	 A	clean	energy	manufacturing	project	that	manufactures	products,	
equipment,	or	components	used	for	renewable	energy	generation,	
energy	efficiency,	or	for	the	production	of	clean	alternative	fuel	
vehicles.



(c)		 "Transportation	 efficiency"	 means	 the	 number	 of	 vehicle	 trips	 by	
employees,	visitors,	or	customers	of	the	residential,	retail,	commercial,	
sports,	cultural,	entertainment,	or	recreational	use	project	divided	by	
the	total	number	of	employees,	visitors,	and	customers.



§21181.
This	chapter	does	not	apply	to	a	project	if	the	Governor	does	not	certify	
a	project	as	an	environmental	leadership	development	project	eligible	for	
streamlining	provided	pursuant	to	this	chapter	prior	to	January	1,	2016.



§21182.
A	 person	 proposing	 to	 construct	 a	 leadership	 project	 may	 apply	 to	 the	
Governor	for	certification	that	the	leadership	project	is	eligible	for	streamlining	
provided	by	this	chapter.	The	person	shall	supply	evidence	and	materials	that	
the	Governor	deems	necessary	to	make	a	decision	on	the	application.	Any	
evidence	or	materials	shall	be	made	available	to	the	public	at	least	15	days	
before	the	Governor	certifies	a	project	pursuant	to	this	chapter.



§21183.
The	Governor	may	certify	a	leadership	project	for	streamlining	pursuant	to	
this	chapter	if	all	the	following	conditions	are	met:
(a)		 The	 project	 will	 result	 in	 a	 minimum	 investment	 of	 one	 hundred	



million	 dollars	 ($100,000,000)	 in	 California	 upon	 completion	 of	
construction.



(b)		 The	project	creates	high-wage,	highly	skilled	jobs	that	pay	prevailing	
wages	and	living	wages	and	provide	construction	jobs	and	permanent	
jobs	for	Californians,	and	helps	reduce	unemployment.	For	purposes	
of	 this	 subdivision,	“jobs	 that	pay	prevailing	wages”	means	 that	all	
construction	workers	 employed	 in	 the	 execution	 of	 the	 project	will	



receive	at	least	the	general	prevailing	rate	of	per	diem	wages	for	the	
type	of	work	and	geographic	area,	as	determined	by	the	Director	of	
Industrial	Relations	pursuant	to	Sections	1773	and	1773.9	of	the	Labor	
Code.	If	the	project	is	certified	for	streamlining,	the	project	applicant	
shall	include	this	requirement	in	all	contracts	for	the	performance	of	
the	work.



(c)	 The	 project	 does	 not	 result	 in	 any	 net	 additional	 emission	 of	
greenhouse	gases,	including	greenhouse	gas	emissions	from	employee	
transportation,	 as	 determined	 by	 the	 State	 Air	 Resources	 Board	
pursuant	 to	Division	25.5	 (commencing	with	Section	38500)	of	 the	
Health	and	Safety	Code.



(d)		 The	 project	 applicant	 has	 entered	 into	 a	 binding	 and	 enforceable	
agreement	 that	 all	 mitigation	 measures	 required	 pursuant	 to	 this	
division	to	certify	the	project	under	this	chapter	shall	be	conditions	of	
approval	of	the	project,	and	those	conditions	will	be	fully	enforceable	
by	the	lead	agency	or	another	agency	designated	by	the	lead	agency.	In	
the	case	of	environmental	mitigation	measures,	the	applicant	agrees,	
as	an	ongoing	obligation,	that	those	measures	will	be	monitored	and	
enforced	by	the	lead	agency	for	the	life	of	the	obligation.



(e)		 The	project	applicant	agrees	to	pay	the	costs	of	the	Court	of	Appeal	in	
hearing	and	deciding	any	case,	including	payment	of	the	costs	for	the	
appointment	of	a	special	master	if	deemed	appropriate	by	the	court,	in	
a	form	and	manner	specified	by	the	Judicial	Council,	as	provided	in	the	
Rules	of	Court	adopted	by	the	Judicial	Council	pursuant	to	subdivision	
(f)	of	Section	21185.



(f)		 The	 project	 applicant	 agrees	 to	 pay	 the	 costs	 of	 preparing	 the	
administrative	 record	 for	 the	 project	 concurrent	 with	 review	 and	
consideration	of	 the	project	pursuant	 to	 this	division,	 in	a	 form	and	
manner	specified	by	the	lead	agency	for	the	project.



§21184.
(a)		 The	Governor	may	certify	a	project	for	streamlining	pursuant	to	this	



chapter	if	it	complies	with	the	conditions	specified	in	Section	21183.
(b)		 (1)	Prior	to	certifying	a	project,	the	Governor	shall	make	a	determination	



that	 each	of	 the	 conditions	 specified	 in	Section	21183	has	been	
met.	These	findings	are	not	subject	to	judicial	review.



(2)	(A)	If	the	Governor	determines	that	a	leadership	project	is	eligible	
for	streamlining	pursuant	to	this	chapter,	he	or	she	shall	submit	
that	determination,	and	any	supporting	information,	to	the	Joint	
Legislative	Budget	Committee	for	review	and	concurrence	or	
nonconcurrence.



(B)	 Within	 30	 days	 of	 receiving	 the	 determination,	 the	 Joint	
Legislative	Budget	Committee	 shall	 concur	or	nonconcur	 in	
writing	on	the	determination.



(C)	If	 the	 Joint	 Legislative	 Budget	 Committee	 fails	 to	 concur	 or	
nonconcur	on	a	determination	by	the	Governor	within	30	days	
of	the	submittal,	the	leadership	project	is	deemed	to	be	certified.



(c)		 The	Governor	may	issue	guidelines	regarding	application	and	certification	
of	 projects	 pursuant	 to	 this	 chapter.	Any	 guidelines	 issued	 pursuant	
to	this	subdivision	are	not	subject	to	the	rulemaking	provisions	of	the	
Administrative	Procedure	Act	(Chapter	3.5	(commencing	with	Section	
11340)	of	Part	1	of	Division	3	of	Title	2	of	the	Government	Code).











	



§21185.
On	or	before	July	1,	2014,	the	Judicial	Council	shall	adopt	a	rule	of	court	to	
establish	procedures	applicable	to	actions	or	proceedings	brought	to	attack,	
review,	set	aside,	void,	or	annul	the	certification	of	the	environmental	impact	
report	for	an	environmental	leadership	development	project	certified	by	the	
Governor	pursuant	to	this	chapter	or	the	granting	of	any	project	approvals	
that	 require	 the	 actions	 or	 proceedings,	 including	 any	 potential	 appeals	
therefrom,	be	 resolved,	within	270	days	of	 certification	of	 the	 record	of	
proceedings	pursuant	to	Section	21186.



§21186.
Notwithstanding	 any	 other	 law,	 the	 preparation	 and	 certification	 of	 the	
administrative	 record	 for	 a	 leadership	 project	 certified	 by	 the	Governor	
shall	be	performed	in	the	following	manner:
(a)		 The	lead	agency	for	the	project	shall	prepare	the	administrative	record	



pursuant	to	this	division	concurrently	with	the	administrative	process.
(b)	 All	documents	and	other	materials	placed	in	the	administrative	record	



shall	be	posted	on,	and	be	downloadable	from,	an	Internet	Web	site	
maintained	by	the	lead	agency	commencing	with	the	date	of	the	release	
of	the	draft	environmental	impact	report.



(c)	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 shall	 make	 available	 to	 the	 public	 in	 a	 readily	
accessible	electronic	format	the	draft	environmental	impact	report	and	
all	other	documents	submitted	to,	or	relied	on	by,	the	lead	agency	in	
the	preparation	of	the	draft	environmental	impact	report.



(d)		 A	document	prepared	by	the	lead	agency	or	submitted	by	the	applicant	
after	the	date	of	the	release	of	the	draft	environmental	impact	report	
that	is	a	part	of	the	record	of	the	proceedings	shall	be	made	available	to	
the	public	in	a	readily	accessible	electronic	format	within	five	business	
days	after	the	document	is	released	or	received	by	the	lead	agency.



(e)		 The	lead	agency	shall	encourage	written	comments	on	the	project	to	
be	submitted	in	a	readily	accessible	electronic	format,	and	shall	make	
any	comment	available	to	the	public	in	a	readily	accessible	electronic	
format	within	five	days	of	its	receipt.



(f)		 Within	seven	business	days	after	the	receipt	of	any	comment	that	is	
not	in	an	electronic	format,	the	lead	agency	shall	convert	that	comment	
into	a	readily	accessible	electronic	format	and	make	it	available	to	the	
public	in	that	format.



(g)		 Notwithstanding	paragraphs	(b)	to	(f),	inclusive,	documents	submitted	
to	or	relied	on	by	the	lead	agency	that	were	not	prepared	specifically	
for	the	project	and	are	copyright	protected	are	not	required	to	be	made	
readily	accessible	in	an	electronic	format.	For	those	copyright-protected	
documents,	the	lead	agency	shall	make	an	index	of	these	documents	
available	in	an	electronic	format	no	later	than	the	date	of	the	release	
of	the	draft	environmental	impact	report,	or	within	five	business	days	
if	the	document	is	received	or	relied	on	by	the	lead	agency	after	the	
release	 of	 the	 draft	 environmental	 impact	 report.	 The	 index	 must	
specify	the	libraries	or	lead	agency	offices	in	which	hardcopies	of	the	
copyrighted	materials	are	available	for	public	review.



(h)		 The	lead	agency	shall	certify	the	final	administrative	record	within	five	
days	of	its	approval	of	the	project.



(i)		 Any	dispute	arising	from	the	administrative	record	shall	be	resolved	
by	 the	superior	court.	Unless	 the	superior	court	directs	otherwise,	a	



party	disputing	the	content	of	the	record	shall	file	a	motion	to	augment	
the	record	at	the	time	it	files	its	initial	brief.



(j)		 The	 contents	 of	 the	 record	 of	 proceedings	 shall	 be	 as	 set	 forth	 in	
subdivision	(e)	of	Section	21167.6.



§21187.
Within	 10	 days	 of	 the	Governor	 certifying	 an	 environmental	 leadership	
development	project	pursuant	to	this	section,	the	lead	agency	shall,	at	the	
applicant’s	 expense,	 issue	 a	 public	 notice	 in	 no	 less	 than	 12-point	 type	
stating	the	following:



“THE	 APPLICANT	 HAS	 ELECTED	 TO	 PROCEED	 UNDER	
CHAPTER	 6.5	 (COMMENCING	 WITH	 SECTION	 21178)	 OF	 THE	
PUBLIC	RESOURCES	CODE,	WHICH	PROVIDES,	AMONG	OTHER	
THINGS,	 THAT	 ANY	 JUDICIAL	 ACTION	 CHALLENGING	 THE	
CERTIFICATION	OF	THE	EIR	OR	THE	APPROVAL	OF	THE	PROJECT	
DESCRIBED	IN	THE	EIR	IS	SUBJECT	TO	THE	PROCEDURES	SET	
FORTH	IN	SECTIONS	21185	TO	21186,	INCLUSIVE,	OF	THE	PUBLIC	
RESOURCES	 CODE.	A	 COPY	 OF	 CHAPTER	 6.5	 (COMMENCING	
WITH	 SECTION	 21178)	 OF	 THE	 PUBLIC	 RESOURCES	 CODE	 IS	
INCLUDED	BELOW.”



The	public	notice	shall	be	distributed	by	the	lead	agency	as	required	for	public	
notices	issued	pursuant	to	paragraph	(3)	of	subdivision	(b)	of	Section	21092.



§21188.
The	provisions	of	this	chapter	are	severable.	If	any	provision	of	this	chapter	
or	its	application	is	held	to	be	invalid,	that	invalidity	shall	not	affect	any	
other	provision	or	application	that	can	be	given	effect	without	the	invalid	
provision	or	application.



§21189.
Except	as	otherwise	provided	expressly	in	this	chapter,	nothing	in	this	
chapter	affects	the	duty	of	any	party	to	comply	with	this	division.



§21189.1.
If,	prior	to	January	1,	2016,	a	lead	agency	fails	to	approve	a	project	
certified	by	the	Governor	pursuant	to	this	chapter,	then	the	certification	
expires	and	is	no	longer	valid.



§21189.2.
The	Judicial	Council	shall	report	to	the	Legislature	on	or	before	January	1,	
2017,	on	the	effects	of	this	chapter	on	the	administration	of	justice.



§21189.3
This	chapter	shall	remain	in	effect	until	January	1,	2017,	and	as	of	that	
date	is	repealed	unless	a	later	enacted	statute	extends	or	repeals	that	date.
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Please let me know what else you need.
 
Thank You Glenda
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Monica,
 


The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 



mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com

mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org





Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:15:57 AM
Attachments: GHG ChecklistCoverSheet-JR.doc


Here you go.
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW GHG checklist
 
Yes. Please review the attached cover letter.
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:05 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW GHG checklist
 
Are you still planning on writing a paragraph for the cover letter to the checklist?
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
 
Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Compliance Checklist 


Greenhouse Gas Analysis



A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Instructions: Complete Sections A and B, below. Generally, only projects within the City and County of San Francisco can apply for a determination of consistency with the GHG Reduction Strategy.


Date:
May 26, 2015


Project name: Golden State Warriors Event Center & Mixed-Use Development



Case No: 2014.1441E


Project address and block and lot: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


EP planner:   Brett Bollinger


Brief Project description: GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions.


While many Planning Code requirements in Section B are largely not applicable to the project, Section B details the project sponsor’s intent to meet these Planning Code requirements and also addresses compliance with other regulations which are required of the project (Building Code, etc.). Section C details the rationale for the project’s compliance with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.






B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE


Complete and attach to this form the appropriate compliance table by determining project compliance with the identified regulations and providing project-level details in the discussion column. Please note that Table 1 applies to Private Development Projects, Table 2 applies to Municipal Projects, and Table 3 is for plan-level analysis.  Projects that do not comply with an ordinance/regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy. 



Compliance Checklist Table attached:
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Table 1. Private Development 







 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Table 2.  Municipal Project



 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Table 3.  Area Plan for __________________________      



(specify area)






C.   DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH CITY’S GHG REDUCTION STRATEGY



 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project Complies with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions




Project Notes:


In addition to compliance with the applicable provisions of the GHG Reduction Strategy or their equivalents as detailed in the attached Compliance Checklist Table, the project sponsor applied for certification by the California State Governor as a leadership project under the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (AB 900). As discussed in the GHG section of the SEIR, one of the requirements for a project to qualify for streamlining under AB 900 is that the project may not result in any net additional GHG emissions. On April 20, 2015, the California Air Resources Board determined that based on the documentation submitted by the project sponsor, the proposed project would not result in any net additional GHG emissions for purposes of certification under AB 900.
 


The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The proposed project would comply with the following regulations or their equivalent: Commuter Benefits Ordinance, Emergency Ride Home Program, Transportation Management Programs (see Project Description), Transit Impact Development Fee, Bicycle Parking requirements (the project would exceed these requirements and provide a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces), Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (providing 51 carpool spaces and 51 fuel efficient and VC
 spaces), San Francisco Green Building Requirements (increased energy efficiency, purchase of renewable energy credits, reduction of potable water consumption by about 35 percent, enhanced energy commissioning, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (the project includes 79 new street trees), Light Pollution Reduction, Construction Site Runoff Control, Enhanced Refrigerant Management, Finished Material Pollutant Control, and Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators. 



 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Project Does Not Comply



If Project does not comply, provide discussion of non-compliant features:



Planner Name:  __________________________________
Date of Determination:   _____________






� 	Corey, Richard W., Executive Director, Air Resources Board, 2015. Air Resources Board Executive Order G-15-022, Relating to Determination of No Net Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (c) for Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, dated April 20, 2015.
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From: Sallaberry, Mike
To: Miller, Erin (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: double deck bike parking for warriors
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 5:36:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi everyone,
We talked a bit about bike parking for the Warriors and I had shared the idea of putting in a single
deck of parking if there was not enough demand for all the parking at once. Key here is to make sure
the ceiling is high enough for double deck parking! Also, a lesson learned while traveling in Europe
looking at bike facilities is to plan for what you want, not what you have today, in terms of bike
numbers.
 
This is a pneumatically controlled bike rack that makes it much easier to lift or lower your bike. This
is from a bike garage in Utrecht, Netherlands, just south of Amsterdam.
 
Please pass this on as appropriate.
 
Thanks!
Mike
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
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From: glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Confirmation of Order 2758480 for Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 11:56:52 AM


Dear Customer:


The order listed below has been received and processed.  If you have any questions regarding this
order, please contact your ad coordinator or the phone number listed below.


Customer Account Number: 124420
Type of Notice                  : GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
Ad Description                  : Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E
Our Order Number            : 2758480
Newspaper                       : SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10%
Publication Date(s)            : 06/05/2015


Thank you.


GLENDA SOBRIQUE
DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION
CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU
Phone: (800) 788 7840 / (213)229-5300
Fax: (800) 540 4089 / (213)229-5481
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:04:20 AM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


I am OK with this final draft.
 
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
 
Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
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mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning

http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning

https://twitter.com/sfplanning

http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning

http://signup.sfplanning.org/

mailto:pic@sfgov.org

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/















San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: GSW EIR/AB900 Ads
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:13:33 PM


Please add GSW EIR/AB900 ads to the agenda. Since we are publishing Friday June 5th, I believe we


agreed to publish the EIR newspaper ad on Wednesday June 3rd indicating that the SEIR will be


published on Friday June 5th. I want to confirm this with the group and also confirm if we also


publish the AB900 newspaper add on June 3rd or June 5th and if the AB900 ad is the same as the
previous one we published.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Range, Jessica (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:17:40 AM
Attachments: GHG ChecklistCoverSheet.pdf


image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


GHG Checklist signed cover sheet attached.
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: GSW GHG checklist
 
Thank you! (Phew.)


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/26/2015 9:04 AM, Range, Jessica (CPC) wrote:


I am OK with this final draft.
 
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November
2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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Compliance Checklist  
Greenhouse Gas Analysis 
 
A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION: 
Instructions: Complete Sections A and B, below. Generally, only projects within the City and 
County of San Francisco can apply for a determination of consistency with the GHG Reduction 
Strategy. 
 



Date: May 26, 2015 
 



Project name: Golden State Warriors Event Center & Mixed-Use Development 
Case No: 2014.1441E 
 



Project address and block and lot: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 
 



EP planner:   Brett Bollinger 
 
Brief Project description: GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, 
which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, 
proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, 
retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 within 
the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The project site is bounded by 
South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host 
the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round 
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. 
 
While many Planning Code requirements in Section B are largely not applicable to the project, 
Section B details the project sponsor’s intent to meet these Planning Code requirements and also 
addresses compliance with other regulations which are required of the project (Building Code, 
etc.). Section C details the rationale for the project’s compliance with San Francisco’s GHG 
reduction strategy. 



 
B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE 
Complete and attach to this form the appropriate compliance table by determining project 
compliance with the identified regulations and providing project-level details in the discussion 
column. Please note that Table 1 applies to Private Development Projects, Table 2 applies to 
Municipal Projects, and Table 3 is for plan-level analysis.  Projects that do not comply with an 
ordinance/regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with San Francisco’s qualified GHG 
reduction strategy.  
 
Compliance Checklist Table attached:  Table 1. Private Development  
      Table 2.  Municipal Project 



 Table 3.  Area Plan for __________________________ 
 











 2 



C.   DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH CITY’S GHG REDUCTION STRATEGY 
 



 Project Complies with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions  



Project Notes: 
In addition to compliance with the applicable provisions of the GHG Reduction Strategy or their 
equivalents as detailed in the attached Compliance Checklist Table, the project sponsor applied 
for certification by the California State Governor as a leadership project under the Jobs and 
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (AB 900). As discussed in 
the GHG section of the SEIR, one of the requirements for a project to qualify for streamlining 
under AB 900 is that the project may not result in any net additional GHG emissions. On April 20, 
2015, the California Air Resources Board determined that based on the documentation submitted 
by the project sponsor, the proposed project would not result in any net additional GHG 
emissions for purposes of certification under AB 900.1  
 
The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations 
adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The proposed 
project would comply with the following regulations or their equivalent: Commuter Benefits 
Ordinance, Emergency Ride Home Program, Transportation Management Programs (see Project 
Description), Transit Impact Development Fee, Bicycle Parking requirements (the project would 
exceed these requirements and provide a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces), Fuel Efficient 
Vehicle and Carpool Parking (providing 51 carpool spaces and 51 fuel efficient spaces), San 
Francisco Green Building Requirements (increased energy efficiency, purchase of renewable 
energy credits, reduction of potable water consumption by about 35 percent, enhanced energy 
commissioning, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient 
Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, San Francisco 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, Street Tree Planting Requirements for 
New Construction (the project includes 79 new street trees), Light Pollution Reduction, 
Construction Site Runoff Control, Enhanced Refrigerant Management, Finished Material Pollutant 
Control, and Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators.  
 
 
 



 Project Does Not Comply 
If Project does not comply, provide discussion of non-compliant features: 
 
 
 
Planner Name:  __________________________________ Date of Determination:   _____________ 
 



 
                                                
1  Corey, Richard W., Executive Director, Air Resources Board, 2015. Air Resources Board Executive Order G-15-022, 



Relating to Determination of No Net Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under Public Resources Code section 
21183, subdivision (c) for Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-
32, dated April 20, 2015. 






















 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul
Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
 
Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Murphy; Clarke Miller; Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:46:39 AM


Okay
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 10:38 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization
 
Thanks.  Since you have already reviewed it, we will be inserting it into the printcheck version
without redline, OK?


Do you want to get back to the project sponsor with your acceptance of this version, or shall I?


Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/26/2015 9:54 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


Jessica and I just discussed. This latest version is acceptable.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Chris Stiles [mailto:CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:23 PM
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Cc: mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com);
Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); pmitchell@esassoc.com; Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); Whit Manley; jessica.range@sfgov.com
Subject: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions
Minimization
 
Joyce,
 
Attached is the revised Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions
Minimization (both a clean version and a redline version).  
 
We shared this language with Jessica Range at the City this afternoon, but have not
gotten any further comments.  We did make revisions to address her initial comments,
however.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris
 
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


  


R E M Y | M O O S E | M A N L E Y  LLP  
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800| Sacramento, CA 95814
P (916) 443-2745 x 212| F (916) 443-9017 
cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com | www.rmmenvirolaw.com


 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended
only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not an intended recipient,
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender by
replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Date: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:41:36 AM
Attachments: AB 900 06_03_2015.docx


DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06_03_2015.doc
DSEIR Ad Friday 06_05_2015.doc


Importance: High


Hello Brett,
 
Please see email from Glenda below regarding ads for publication.  Please let me know what to do.
 
Thanks,
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 


From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:36 AM
To: Huggins, Monica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: RE: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Monica,
 


The first ad copy has signature and a date at the bottom for June 2nd but requesting to publish on


the June 3rd, and no maps, correct?
 
And, the 2 ad copies (file names: DSEIR Ad Wednesday 06 03 2015.doc & DSEIR Ad Friday 06 05
2015.doc) appear to be the same ad. If it is the same ad, may I create one ad order (invoice) for 2
publication dates instead or did you want separate?
 
Please clarify/advise.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) [mailto:monica.huggins@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 9:25 AM
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400






EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair Miguel Bustos Marily Mondejar Darshan Singh





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director














PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)


Date:	June 2, 2015





Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department: 2014.1441E Certification:	Governor – April 30, 2015


Joint Legislative Budget Committee – June 1, 2015


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay


Blocks 29-32





Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s


Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres





Project Sponsor  GSW Arena LLC David Kelly


(510) 986-2200


dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII





Staff Contact:	Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 sally.oerth@sfgov.org








THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.





PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC


Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3]


(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.)





Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of


2011





§21178.


The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:


(a)   The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state


that rate exceeds 13 percent.


(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of


the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.


(c)   The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts.


(d)  There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace


old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions.


(e)   These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer financing.


(f)	These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating.


(g)  These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project.


(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects in the United States.


(i)	The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the


California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above


for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.





§21180.


For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:


(a)   "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.


(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following:


(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use


project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity,


and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion.


(3)  A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean alternative fuel vehicles.


(c)   "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or


customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.





§21181.


This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an


environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this


chapter prior to January 1, 2016.





§21182.


A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification


that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall


supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the


application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter.





§21183.


The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the


following conditions are met:


(a)   The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars


($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.


(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages


and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce


unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that


all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the


general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.


(c)   The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air


Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.


(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental


mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.


(e)   The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of


Section 21185.


(f)	The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the


project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a


form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project.





§21184.


(a)   The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies


with the conditions specified in Section 21183.


(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the


conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to


judicial review.


(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence.


(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget


Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination.


(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified.


(c)   The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing


with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code).





§21185.


On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures


applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the


certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development


project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.





§21186.


Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a


leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner:


(a)   The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this


division concurrently with the administrative process.


(b)  All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and


be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with


the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report.


(c)    The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.


(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five


business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.


(e)   The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily


accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily


accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt.


(f)	Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic


format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format


and make it available to the public in that format.


(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the


lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are


not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-


protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an


electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report,





or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of the project.


(i)	Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court.


Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall


file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief.


(j)	The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section


21167.6.





§21187.


Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project


pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no


less than 12-point type stating the following:





“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO


21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”





The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092.





§21188.


The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is


held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.





§21189.


Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of


any party to comply with this division.





§21189.1.


If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor


pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid.





§21189.2.


The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.





§21189.3


This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a
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OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) will be published by OCII on June 5, 2015 in connection with this project. A copy of the report will be available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems.


3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.


I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Draft SEIR\DSEIR Ad 1.doc


Updated 8/7/14







OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (OCII)


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE




Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415) 575-9024 and asking for the staff person indicated.




OCII COMMISSION



NOTICE OF HEARING ON DRAFT SUBSEQUENT



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FOLLOWING


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


OCII Case No.: ER 2014-919-97


Planning Department Case No.: 2014.1441E


Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:



1) A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) has been prepared by OCII in connection with this project. A copy of the report is available for public review and comment online at http://sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs. CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor and a paper copy can be reviewed at OCII at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor. Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department’s office at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.


2)
The DEIR found that implementation of the project would result in the following significant environmental effects that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level: Transportation & Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Utility & Service Systems..



3)

A public hearing on this DEIR and other matters will be held by the OCII Commission on Tuesday, June 30, 2015 in City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco beginning at 1:00 p.m. or later.



4)

Public comments will be accepted from June 5, 2015 to 5:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015. Written comments should be addressed to: Mail written comments to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or by email to warriors@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document.
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To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: Ads for Publication on 6-3-2015 and 6-5-2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached are 3 ads.  Two are to be published in the SF paper for Wednesday, June 3, 2015 and one
for Friday, June 5, 2015.  If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 415-575-
9128 or email me at Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org.
 
Thank You Glenda,
 
 
Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
 



mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org






From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Subject: Post DSEIR Transportation Analysis Schedule
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 10:48:33 AM


I’m conscious of the work I need to get done with the Port on the southern parking lots after
publication of the DSEIR, including final number of spaces at each location, hours of operation,
capital requirements and completion date(s).  Luba and Jose, before you leave for a well-deserved
vacation, can you put together a list of data needs and associated timelines to keep us on schedule?


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Tom Lippe
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Project
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:33:57 PM


Thank you for your interest in the project.  We will certainly add you to the distribution list which will
include an email notification once it is posted.  We are shooting for a mid-Friday release.  The actual
time will depend on the final details of organizing and posting the document.


Best,


Adam


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lippe [mailto:lippelaw@sonic.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Arena Project


Mr Van de Water,


Can you tell me when the Draft SEIR for this Project will be issued?


Also, please add me the notification list for this Project.


Thank you.


--
Tom Lippe
Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe APC
201 Mission St., 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel 415 777-5604 x 1
Fax 415 777-5606
e-mail: lippelaw@sonic.net
Web: www.lippelaw.com


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This and any accompanying pages contain information from Law Offices of
Thomas N. Lippe APC which may be confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended to
be for the sole use of the individual or entity named above. Unauthorized interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy
Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender and
destroy all copies of the communication.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Danielle Dowler; Joyce; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Project
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:49:56 PM


Adam:


We just added Thomas Lippe to our notification mailing list.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:34 PM
To: Tom Lippe
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Project


Thank you for your interest in the project.  We will certainly add you to the distribution list which will
include an email notification once it is posted.  We are shooting for a mid-Friday release.  The actual
time will depend on the final details of organizing and posting the document.


Best,


Adam


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lippe [mailto:lippelaw@sonic.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Arena Project


Mr Van de Water,


Can you tell me when the Draft SEIR for this Project will be issued?


Also, please add me the notification list for this Project.


Thank you.


--
Tom Lippe
Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe APC
201 Mission St., 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel 415 777-5604 x 1
Fax 415 777-5606
e-mail: lippelaw@sonic.net
Web: www.lippelaw.com


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This and any accompanying pages contain information from Law Offices of
Thomas N. Lippe APC which may be confidential and/or legally privileged. The information is intended to
be for the sole use of the individual or entity named above. Unauthorized interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy
Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2521. If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender and
destroy all copies of the communication.
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: Sacramento AQMD Mitigation Fee contact
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 1:46:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Chris,
 
I had a brief conversation with Paul Philley (PPhilley@airquality.org or (916) 874-4882) at SAQMD
and he provided a little insight as to how they administer their construction mitigation fee program,
which is based on the Carl Moyer cost effectiveness criteria.  Essentially, the mitigation fee is:
 
Carl Moyer Cost Effectiveness * tons of emissions reductions needed + administrative fee
 
This is the same calculation we have now in the DSEIR.  Phil also mentioned that this fee is enough
to fund required emissions reduction projects.  Feel free to follow up with Phil if you have any
additional questions about their program while I am out.
 
Another contact listed on their webpage is Karen Huss (KHuss@airquality.org or (916) 874-4881).
 
See: http://airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: GSW PC memo
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06:06 PM
Attachments: GSW Informational Memo PC 5.28.pdf


If you find any mistakes, please keep them to yourself.
 
David Winslow Architect, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department | Design Review | Urban Design
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DD3B1358323346BDA03EC5AEC2341446-DAVID WINSLOW
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Informational Hearing 
Golden State Warriors Event Center 



HEARING DATE: MAY 28, 2015 



 



Date:  May 28, 2015 



Case No.:  2014‐002701OFA  



Project Address:  Mission Bay South  



Zoning:  Mission Bay Commercial‐Industrial–Retail Zoning District 



  HZ‐5 Height and Bulk District 



Block/Lot:   



Project Sponsor:  Golden State Warriors, LLC (GSW) 



   



   



   



Staff Contact:  David Winslow – (415) 574‐9159 



  david.winslow@sfgov.org 



Recommendation:  No Action, informational only 



 



PURPOSE OF THIS HEARING 
The  Planning  Commission will  be  provided with  an  informational  overview  of  the  Combined  Basic 



Concept/Schematic Designs for individual buildings and major open spaces of the Golden State Warriors 



Event Center  in  the Mission Bay South Plan Area. The “major phase”  ‐‐a detailed master plan  for  the 



GSW event center ‐‐was reviewed on December 18, 2014 by the Planning Commission and provided the 



context for the review of individual buildings.  



At  a  subsequent hearing,  the Planning Commission will be  asked  to  approve  the design of  the office 



buildings as a part of  the  first phase of proposed development pursuant  to office  space allocation per 



Planning Code Section 321, and the Interagency Cooperation Agreement between the OCII and Planning.   



Per Resolution 14702, the Planning Commission has the purview to review the design of Redevelopment 



projects requiring office space allocation. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 304.11 of the Mission Bay 



South Redevelopment Plan, the Planning Commission also has schematic design review purview for the 



individual office buildings because they are office development projects.  The Planning Commission will 



be asked to confirm a Planning Code Section 321 “Prop M” design approval providing authorization for 



the office space limited by annual allocations prior to OCII Commission action on all schematic building 



designs. 



 
PROJECT OVERVIEW 



GSW Arena LLC  (“GSW”),  an  affiliate  of Golden  State Warriors, LLC, which  owns  and  operates  the 



Golden  State Warriors National  Basketball Association  (“NBA”)  team,  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐



purpose  event  center  and  a  variety  of mixed uses,  including  office,  retail,  open  space  and  structured 



parking  (“GSW Project”) on an approximately 11‐acre site  (Blocks 29‐32) within the Mission Bay South 



Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The project  site  is bounded by South Street on  the north, 



Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François 
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Boulevard on the east. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current 



site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. 



 



The  GSW  has  submitted  Combined  Basic  Concept/Schematic  Designs  for  Blocks  29‐32  (“Schematic 



Designs”), pursuant  to  the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement. The Schematic Designs 



address  the design of  the 18,064‐seat  state‐of‐the‐art Event Center;  two office/retail buildings at South 



and 16th Streets with about 520,000 leasable square feet of office/lab and two 160‐foot towers; up to 50,000 



square  feet of  retail uses  in  the Food Hall  at South Street  and Terry Francois Boulevard,  along South 



Street  and  along Terry  Francois Boulevard,  in  the office buildings,  and  in  the Gatehouse  at  the Main 



Plaza; open space and  landscaping,  including an open space plaza of civic  importance along 3rd Street; 



and associated bike and vehicle parking and loading to serve the project.   



 
Since the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for Development”) regulations for Blocks 



29‐32, which control the design of the site, were focused on office and retail uses versus an event center’s 



unique design requirements, the Design for Development will require amendments by the Commission 



to allow  the proposed GSW Project.   The proposed Design  for Development Amendments principally 



relate to height of the event center, building massing, number of towers, tower separation, and bulk. In 



no case will the GSW Project exceed the 160’ height limit or otherwise be inconsistent with the standards 



set forth in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.    
 
The  City  is  coordinating  City  services  outside  the  site  including  public  transit  service,  traffic 



management,  public  safety,  event  coordination  and  neighborhood  quality  of  life  concerns.    A  draft 



Events Management Plan has  been prepared  to  address  these  issues,  including  the  identification of  a 



number of capital and operating improvements to meet the project’s anticipated transportation demand. 



The Events Management Plan  complements  a Transportation Management Plan prepared  by GSW  to 



designate  curb management  zones,  address  intersection  signalization  and  control  by Parking Control 



Officers (PCO’s), and plan for safe separation of modes (including pedestrians) to minimize conflict and 



maximize safety and convenience. 



   
The Mission  Bay Citizens Advisory Committee  (“CAC”)  has  discussed  the GSW  Project,  and  related 



topics, at 10 meetings since May 2014,  including  two meetings  in March and April 2015  to discuss  the 



Schematic Designs and a May meeting  to discuss Event Management.   In addition to meeting with the 



CAC,  the  GSW  and  OCII/City  staff  have  also  held  numerous  meetings  with  other  stakeholders. 



Comments received to date focused on primarily design, traffic congestion/parking, events management, 



and construction impacts.   Overall, the Mission Bay CAC and community have responded positively to 



the design of the GSW Project. 



 



Once both Commissions have provided comments on the Schematic Designs, the GSW will move into the 



next stage of design with the Design Development and Construction Drawings.   No official actions can 



be made related to the GSW Project until further environmental impact review is completed and certified 



by the OCII Commission, anticipated to occur in early fall 2015.  



 



OFFICE ALLOCATION APPROVAL 



On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 14702, the Planning Commission (hereinafter ʺCommissionʺ) 



determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (“MBS Plan”) provides for a type, intensity, 



and  location  of  development  that  is  consistent with  the  overall  goals,  objectives,  and  policies  of  the 
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General Plan, as well as the Eight Priority Policies of Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code (“Code”). 



Under that Resolution, the Commission also determined that the office development contemplated in the 



MBS Plan  in particular promotes  the public welfare, convenience and necessity, and  therefore,  that  the 



determination  required  pursuant  to  Section  321  et  seq.  of  the  Code  for  office  development  shall  be 



deemed to have been made for all specific office development projects undertaken pursuant to the MBS 



plan. 



Further,  the  Commission  considered  under  Resolution  14702  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Section 



321(b)(3)(A)‐(G)  and  determined  that  the  apportionment  of  office  space  over  the  anticipated  30‐year 



build‐out of  the South Plan Area will  remain within  the  limits set by Section 321, and will maintain a 



balance among economic growth, housing, transportation, and public services, pursuant to terms of the 



MBS  Plan  and  Plan  Documents,  which  provide  for  the  appropriate  construction  and  provision  of 



housing, roadways, transit, and all other necessary public services in accordance with the Infrastructure 



Plan (as defined in the MBS Plan Documents).  



In its consideration of Resolution 14702, the Commission reviewed the design guidelines of the MBS Plan 



Area, as set  forth  in  the MBS Design  for Development Document  (“D  for D”) and determined  that  the 



standards  and  guidelines  in  the  D  for  D  will  ensure  the  design  quality  of  any  proposed  office 



development.  The  Commission  resolved  to  review  and  approve  the  designs  of  specific  office 



developments in the Plan Area using the D for D guidelines and standards, when such proposals would 



be subject to the provisions of Section 321 et seq., to confirm that said development is consistent with the 



findings set forth in Resolution 14702. 



The Commission  further  resolved  that, upon confirming  that a specific development  is consistent with 



the  findings set  forth  in Resolution 14702, the Commission would  issue a project authorization for that 



development.  



The development of office space is an element of the MBS Plan, which, among other things, provides for: 



“Strengthening the economic base of the Plan Area and the community by strengthening retail and other 



commercial functions in the Plan Area through the addition of approximately 335,000 leasable square feet 



of retail space … and about 5,953,600 leasable square feet of mixed office, research and development and 



light manufacturing uses”. 



 



BACKGROUND 



Previous Major Phase Review 



The Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”) between OCII and FOCIL‐MB and the 



Interagency Cooperation Agreement (“ICA”) between OCII and City departments establish the protocols 



for development approvals in Mission Bay South. As specified in the OPA, the first stage of development 



approval is the preparation of a Major Phase submission, which provides information on proposed land 



uses and intensities of development, height, bulk, and massing of future buildings, location and general 



design of open space, and  the subdivision of blocks  into building parcels. The next stage after a Major 



Phase  is  the  preparation  of Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs  for  individual  buildings  and 



major open spaces.  A draft Major Phase for the GSW Project was prepared and presented to the Planning 



Commission on December 18, 2014.   



 











Executive Summary CASE NO. 2014-002701OFA 
Hearing Date:  May 28, 2015 Golden State Warriors Event Center 
 Schematic Design  



 4



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



GSW Schematic Design Overview 



The following describes the Schematic Designs in more detail.  Exhibits E‐Z depict the schematic designs 



for all  the various  sections of  the GSW Project and proposed building and planting materials and site 



furnishing. 



The GSW Schematic Design is included as Exhibits B‐Z(b). 



Key Design Goals 



The fundamental design goal for the GSW Project, as described in the GSW Major Phase, is to create a vibrant, 



urban  environment  that will be well‐integrated with  the growing Mission Bay neighborhood. Another key 



design goal is to ensure that the future campus contributes to the vitality of Mission Bay’s street life and helps 



activate  the pedestrian  realm.   Unlike  typical  suburban event center projects  that often have a  single event 



center surrounded by a sea of parking, the GSW Project will integrate the event center with the surrounding 



neighborhood, with publically‐accessible and active uses on the ground floor such as retail, restaurants, and 



open spaces.  Each building will have its own entrance and the site will be very permeable, with access points 



off all major streets.  A central plaza along 3rd Street, discussed in more detail below, will be open to the public 



and will include cafes, retail offerings, and other inviting uses to activate the site on a daily basis. 



 



Program 



The GSW project will include the development of an 18,064‐seat event center, 520,000 leasable square feet of 



office space, 50,000 leasable square feet of new retail space, and a series of publically accessible open spaces, as 



well as 1,082 parking spaces (950 of which would be on Blocks 29‐32 and the other 132 spaces  located  in an 



existing South Street garage) and ancillary service and circulation areas.  The mix of uses is designed to ensure 



that the site is active not only during an event, but at all other times as well, through the inclusion of office and 



retail uses to provide employment and retail opportunities for the surrounding neighborhood and larger San 



Francisco community.  



Table 1 summarizes the land use program contained in the GSW Schematic application. 
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TABLE 1 



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES  



Project Component  Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity  18,064 seats  



Size   Total LSFa 



Event Center 



Office Space 



Retail Space 



Total Building Area 



506,500



503,900 



51,500‐61,100b 



1,061,900‐1,071,500 LSF 



Height/Levels  



Event Center  



Office and Retail Buildings 
 



 



Retail‐only Buildings  



135 feet 



160 feet (11 stories) total [90‐foot (6‐story) podiums with 70‐foot 
(5‐story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza‐
level floors  



41 feet in market hall building northeast corner of site; 38 feet in 
gatehouse building along Third Street 



Parking/Loading Spaces  Blocks 29‐32:



950 parking stalls below‐grade or at‐grade (concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 



13 truck docks below‐grade 



Existing off‐site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 



132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access   Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space  3.2 acres



NOTES: 



LSF = leasable square feet.  



 



a  The maximum  commercial  and  retail  square  footage  allowed under  the Mission Bay  South Redevelopment Plan  is  tracked by  leasable  square 



footage.   



 



Retail uses are planned to occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and 



retail buildings, within or adjacent  to certain plaza‐facing areas of  the event center  (including  in  the 32‐foot 



high “gatehouse” building located along Third Street), and 41‐foot high retail building along Terry A. François 



Boulevard  and  South  Street,  which  would  contain  the  “food  hall,”  a  retail  concept  similar  to  the  Ferry 



Building.  
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Three  levels of enclosed on‐site parking  (two below grade, and one concealed at street  level) providing 950 



parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. In addition, the GSW 



has the right to 132 existing parking spaces at the garage located at 450 South Street.  



 



Event Center 



The approximately 486,000‐leasable square foot, 18,064‐seat Event Center is located on the eastside of the 



site, overlooking Park P22 and the San Francisco Bay and has a maximum height of 135 feet at the middle 



of the rooftop.  In addition to the event floor and seating bowl, it will contain guest amenity areas (clubs 



and suites),  food vendors, back‐of‐house support  (staff  locker rooms, production kitchens  for  food and 



beverage,  equipment  storage),  building  operations  areas  (mechanical  and  utility  rooms,  loading  and 



receiving areas), and GSW practice facility and team headquarters. Back of house areas will not be visible 



to patrons and members of the public except where purposefully designed (for instance, a show kitchen), 



and many are located below grade or on restricted‐access building levels. 



The  building’s  two  primary  entries  are  located  at  its  northwest  (“Main  Entrance”)  and  southeast 



(“Theater Entrance”)  corners. Both  entries  lead  to  a publicly  accessible  grand  building  lobby prior  to 



patron  ticketing areas. The Theater Entrance,  in particular,  is demarcated by  the dramatic proscenium 



archway, designed  to reinforce a sense of entry as patrons walk underneath  the gatewaylike structure. 



The proscenium also enhances outdoor programming opportunities for the Southeast Plaza by framing 



the space. 



The Bayfront Terrace  is  located on  the northern  façade of  the Event Center and  includes both an event 



center amenity space  (lower  level) and a view  terrace and  interior space (upper  level). The upper  level 



will be publically accessible, including nonevent hours, via two distinct building entries (accessible from 



Terry  Francois Boulevard  and  the pedestrian path/Food Hall)  and  a dedicated  elevator. The Bayfront 



Terrace’s  levels will provide views  into the Event Center seating bowl and a dramatic panorama of the 



San Francisco  skyline, Bay, Bay Bridge and planned Park P22. The Terrace’s height, below  that of  the 



Event Center itself, also helps step the building’s scale down towards the park and the water. 



Pedestrians and patrons may walk from one Event Center entry to another via the pedestrian path that 



curves along the Event Center’s northern side, bringing patrons past retail and potential art or  lighting 



installations as they rise from an elevation of approximately 10 feet to 26 feet above grade along a gentle 



slope.  Additional  access  around  the  building  includes  a  walk  along  the  16th  Street  sidewalk  and 



landscaped  setback  area,  and passage  through  the walkway  connecting 16th Street midblock with  the 



Main Plaza along 3rd Street. Both the walkway and the pedestrian path terminate at the Main Plaza to 



the  northwest,  and  the  Southeast  Plaza  to  the  southeast,  thereby  creating  a  continuous  network  of 



programmed or passive public spaces.  



The Event Center’s façade system will include three primary materials. First, glass glazing systems will 



be  used  at  the main  entry plaza  (west  side)  and  southeast  lobby.  Second, metal panels will  encase  a 



significant  portion  of  the  building  enclosure.  These  panels will  include  perforated  patterns  that  add 



depth, motion, and opportunities for creative lighting to the building façade. Finally, a durable and low‐



maintenance  building material,  such  as  patterned Glass  Fiber Reinforced Concrete  (GRFC)  or precast 



concrete, will encase the building’s base, grounding the structure and providing accents through careful 



use of texture and/or color. Terra Cotta may also be introduced at the building’s base. 



 



South Street and 16th Street Office/Retail Buildings 
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Two office/lab and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of 



Third Street and South Street (“South Street Building”) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street 



(“16th Street Building”).   The South Street Building 300,000  leasable square  feet  in size, which  includes 



about 255,000 leasable square feet of retail.  They each combine a 6‐story (90‐foot) mixed‐use podium and 



an 11‐story (160‐foot) office tower for each building, with retail along the Main Plaza at the podium level 



to help activate the plaza area. The design for the tower on each building is tear‐dropped in plan, which 



will complement the Event Center’s curvilinear aesthetic and that of the other structures on‐site without 



mimicking  it. Projected and  shaped aluminum  sunshade blades add  texture  to  the  sleek,  curved glass 



form. The tower will be differentiated from its context in Mission Bay by its warmth, color, irregularity, 



and curves. 



The  buildings’  podiums wrap  into  the Main  Plaza with  a welcoming  curved  gestural  form, drawing 



pedestrians and event patrons into the plaza along sloped walkways and bordered by active retail uses 



on  the east side. The primary office  lobby entrance  for  the South Street Building will be  located on the 



corner of South Street and 3rd Streets, with an additional entrance off of  the Main Plaza. The primary 



office  lobby  entrance  for  the  16th  Street Building will  be  located  on  the  corner  of  16th  Street  and  3rd 



Streets, with an additional entrance off of the Main Plaza. 



The  skin  of  both  buildings will  include  a  variety  of  cladding  types  including  outside  glazed  low‐E 



unitized curtain wall system, fritted spandrel glazing and resin coated wood accent panels and soffits to 



add warmth. A serrated curtainwall system will round the corner into the main plaza, further breaking 



down the scale of the building at the podium and adding contrasting visual interest to the curved form of 



the building. 



The roofs of the podiums for each building will include a partially occupiable green roof with integrated 



stormwater treatment. This will be both an amenity for tower tenants, and a highly visible feature of the 



development from neighboring buildings.  Mechanical systems on the tower roofs will be fully screened 



by painted metal screenwall and  laid out with visibility  from nearby neighborhoods  in mind. Podium 



rooftop equipment will be incorporated into landscape elements wherever possible.  



 



Food Hall/Eastside Retail/Gatehouse 



Retail uses are planned to occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the South and 



16th Street Buildings; 41‐foot high retail buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street, the 



“Food Hall,” a retail concept similar to the Ferry Building; and the “Gatehouse” building located in the 



Main Plaza, which has a height of approximately 34 feet, located along Third Street.  



 



Food Hall/Eastside Retail: The  Food Hall  is  located  at  the  corner  of  South  Street  and Terry François 



Boulevard and consists of a roughly  triangular structure.    It  is accessible at grade  from an entry plaza, 



partially occupied by street furniture from neighboring retail tenants, and from the elevated pedestrian 



path 26 feet above grade. It is designed to accommodate a number of small, local vendors and producers 



of artisan goods, in combination with prepared food and sit‐down dining areas. A retail tenant such as a 



food and beer garden will likely occupy the Food Hall roof, accessible from the pedestrian path or from 



Terry Francois Boulevard  (via vertical circulation elements  including stairwells,  lifts, and  the  food hall 



interior).  Standalone retail also lines Terry Francois Boulevard at grade, as well as additional standalone 



retail at  the podium  level on South Street  (also accessible  from  the Pedestrian Path). These  spaces are 



envisioned as centers for high‐quality food and beverage, wellness, and community.  
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The Food Hall/Eastside Retail elements are comprised of a system of vertical and horizontal divisions in 



industrial‐inspired materials, which lend a consistent architectural language to the street frontage. Within 



this framework, individual tenants will have freedom to customize storefronts to create a diverse, varied, 



and  urban  feel.    Taking  advantage  of  the  views  of  Park  P22  and  the  Bay,  open  doorways  and wide 



windows will create a porous ground level, terraces and programmed rooftops will provide views from 



above,  and  the  Food  Hall  and  nearby  retail  elevations  will  “step  down”  to  the  water  to  create  a 



comfortable scale. 



Gatehouse:  The 2,500‐leasable square foot Gatehouse is located on the western edge of the Main Plaza, mid‐



point on 3rd Street, helping to activate the plaza area, provide a formal entry from 3rd Street and provide wind 



protection.   Within  the gatehouse,  the  roof will be supported by an  iconic  lattice‐like cantilevered structure 



resembling a basketball net.   Within  the net  is a spiral stair connecting all  floors  from grade  level up  to  the 



broadcast mezzanine. Beneath  this  structure,  the  top‐most  floor  acts  as  a  broadcast  platform  for  gameday 



broadcast crews  to  film  live on  site with  the arena as a backdrop. A  retractable glass wall will open  to  the 



plaza to further connect these broadcasts to the gameday atmosphere in the plaza. At plaza and grade levels a 



mix of dining and retail will be accessible to the public. On grade level public restrooms will be available, as 



well as a direct  connection  to grade  level parking. All parking  levels will access  the plaza and grade  level 



through stairs and an elevator within the gatehouse. 



The exterior of  the gatehouse consist of a  simple palate: a glass curtain wall  to match  that of  the office/lab 



buildings; a gray fascia circling the top of the façade, matching the columns on the office towers; retractable 



glass panels to open the top floor to the public plaza; and a sedum green roof. 



 



Public Open Space  



The GSW Project will include approximately 3.2 acres of publicly accessible open space areas that will be 



comprised of  two primary plazas  (one along 3rd Street and one at  the southeast corner of  the site) and 



additional paved or landscaped areas.  The one‐acre Main Plaza is raised eight feet above the Third Street 



sidewalk (sloping imperceptibly up to the Event Center Main Entrance) and will be roughly equivalent in 



area to the central flat plaza area at Union Square and the main plaza at Rockefeller Center.   The plaza 



will  be  programmed  to  activate  it  on  a  daily  basis  in  conjunction with  the  activity  generated  by  the 



fronting  retail uses at  the base of  the surrounding buildings.   The Main Plaza has been designed with 



flexibility in mind to accommodate the range of programming, and as a result, the design includes large‐



scale moveable occupiable planters that can be rearranged.  The center oval shaped lawn area is designed 



to  be  similarly  flexible  and  the  center  lawn  can  be  replaced with wood,  ice,  and  other  surfaces  to 



accommodate events. 



The smaller 25,000‐square foot Southeast Plaza at the corner of Terry Francois and 16th Street leads into 



the  secondary entrance  to  the Event Center and will be used as  the primary entrance  for event center 



“theater” (cut‐down configuration) events with reduced attendance.  A 300‐space bicycle valet facility is 



located on this plaza, and an additional overflow, temporary bicycle corral could be located in this plaza 



for events anticipated to attract a larger number of bicycle riders. A similar overflow bicycle corral could 



be provided on other plaza areas throughout the site as needed. 



In  addition  to  the plazas,  there  are private  green  roofs  on  top of  the  two office buildings  and public 



walkways that wrap around the exterior of the north and eastern‐sides of the Event Center to connect the 



Main Plaza to the Food Hall, bayfront overlook, main concourse entry, Bayfront Terrace exterior entry, 



and 16th Street.  
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The open  spaces will also  serve  to move people  to and  from  the Event Center events  in an organized 



manner,  allowing  for  adequate  staging  areas  to  avoid  spilling  of  pedestrians  onto  the  surrounding 



streets.  The corners at 3rd Street and 16th and South Streets have been expanded to allow for pedestrian 



staging  for  transit  and  passenger  loading  for  taxis,  rideshare,  or  personal  vehicles. A  linear  lighting 



element embedded in the paving ties the entire site together by guiding visitors from 3rd Street into the 



Main Plaza, and then around the Event Center to the Southeast Plaza at the Theater Entrance.   Finally, 



the landscaping also will serve for on‐site stormwater treatment using the green roofs, rain gardens and a 



continuous green ring on top of the Event Center.   



 



Circulation, Transit and Automobile and Bicycle Parking 



All parking and  loading  for  the site  is  located below ground, or concealed at grade, (two below grade, 



and one concealed at street  level) and  is accessed through two garage entries, one at the intersection of 



16th and Illinois Streets and the other mid‐block along South Street, between 3rd Street and Terry Francois 



Boulevard.  Truck loading will only take place at the 16th Street entrance, with the retail parking using the 



South Street entrance.  The GSW Project is proposing 950 underground parking spaces within Blocks 29‐



32, with an additional 132 parking spaces located in an existing garage at 450 South Street, for a total of 



1,082 spaces to serve the GSW Project. 13 loading docks, and five additional below‐grade trash compactor 



locations, will  be  provided  to  serve  the  site.   While  determining  the  appropriate  number  of  on‐site 



parking  spaces,  opportunities  for  sharing  parking  between  the  daytime  office  uses  and  the  larger 



night/weekend  event  center  uses was  assumed.    In  addition,  the  Event Management  Plan  (discussed 



below)  is  being  developed  to  encourage  people  to  utilize  transit  and  other  alternative  modes  of 



transportation to minimize the need for vehicle parking and minimize the traffic impacts surrounding the 



site.  



The GSW Project is incorporating bicycle facilities to encourage bicycling to and from the site and to take 



advantage of the dedicated bike  lanes planned or existing on 16th Street, Illinois St. and Terry Francois 



Boulevard.  In addition to enclosed bicycle storage for the office/retail buildings (111 spaces) and bicycle 



racks on the sidewalks surrounding the site (75 spaces), the GSW Project will include a secure permanent 



bike valet  for  approximately  300 bicycles which will  likely be operated on  a valet basis during major 



events.   The bike valet will be  located  at  the  corner of  16th Street or Terry Francois Boulevard  at  the 



Theater Entrance to the Event Center, where the bicycle lanes serving the site are also located. The GSW 



Project  landscaping plan  includes  space within  the plaza areas  to allow  for occasional  temporary bike 



corrals with a capacity of 50‐100 additional spaces for larger events anticipated to attract higher numbers 



of bicycle riders.  Appropriate locations for the City’s Bike Share pods are being explored to connect the 



event center to the city system. 



The GSW Project will be well‐served by local transit.  The site sits on the Third Street Light Rail line (T 3rd 



Street), which will see increased service with completion of the Central Subway.  The 55‐16th Street motor 



coach provides  service  to Mission Bay  from  the 16th Street BART  station, with  the  extension of  the 22 



Fillmore  trolley coach planned  to  follow.   Both  lines will  travel north along Third Street  in front of the 



site.  The Caltrain station is located less than a half‐mile north from the site at 4th and King, with another 



Caltrain  station  located  to  the  south  at  22nd Street.   The Event Management Plan proposes  to provide 



special bus shuttles to connect event attendees with BART, ferry and other regional transit systems. 



The GSW  are  also planning  to  institute  a  robust  set  of Travel Demand  (TDM)  strategies  for Event Center 



patrons and others on‐site to encourage and facilitate the choice of transit, biking, or other alternative modes 



in lieu of private vehicle access to the project site.  
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Sustainable Design Strategies  



The  GSW  Project  would  be  subject  to  a  number  of  sustainability  requirements,  including  the  California 



CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, and  the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – 



Sustainability  Requirements.  The  project would  be  designed  to  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental 



Design  (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each  individual proposed structure as 



well  as  the  overall  site  would  qualify  for  individual  Gold  ratings.    This  would  be  achieved  through 



incorporation  of  a  variety  of  design  features  and  implementation  of  practices  during  construction  and 



operation  to  provide  energy  and water  conservation  and  efficiency,  encourage  alternative  transportation, 



promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



 



Infrastructure Improvements 



To serve the GSW Project, as well as the larger transportation needs of the Mission Bay South Project Area, public 



streets around the project will be improved.  Improvements to South Street, 16th Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, 



Illinois Street and Third Street will be completed, consistent with the Infrastructure Plan, except for the striping of 



the roadways, which is proposed to differ from the Infrastructure Plan to allow for safe movement of pedestrians, 



bicycles, and vehicles around the site. New sidewalks will be built, and other pedestrian elements such as new 



trees, pedestrian scaled lighting, trash cans, and bike racks will be installed as part of the approved Mission Bay 



South Master Streetscape Plan.   



New joint utility trench, wet utilities and recycled water lines will be installed as part of the street improvement 



work on Terry Francois Boulevard, 16th Street and Illinois Street. New sewer lines will be installed along Illinois 



Street. 



 



Proposed Amendments to the Design for Development Standards 



In Mission Bay  South,  the design  of development  is  regulated  by  the Design  for Development.    Since  the 



Design for Development regulations for Blocks 29‐32 were focused on office and retail uses, versus an event 



center, the Design for Development will require amendments to allow the proposed GSW Project.  Appendix 



A of the GSW Major Phase (included in Exhibit B of this memo) summarizes the amendments to the Design 



for  Development  that  would  need  to  allow  the  proposed  GSW  Project  (“Design  for  Development 



Amendments”). The proposed Design for Development Amendments principally relate to height of the event 



center,  building massing,  number  of  towers,  tower  separation,  and  bulk.  In  no  case will  the GSW Project 



exceed the 160’ height limit or otherwise be inconsistent with the standards set forth in the Mission Bay South 



Redevelopment  Plan.    The  proposed  Design  for  Development  Amendments  would  be  adopted  prior  to 



approval of the Major Phase, anticipated in late summer/early fall 2015. 



 



Events Management Plan 



The  San  Francisco Office  of Economic  and Workforce Development  (“OEWD”)  has  taken  the  lead  in 



coordinating City  services outside  the  site  including public  transit  service,  traffic management, public 



safety, event coordination and neighborhood quality of life concerns.   In addition to design, massing and 



construction  impacts,  these  topics  have  generated  the  most  discussion  within  the  Mission  Bay 



community.   



On  top of  the major  transportation  improvements already  in planning or construction to serve Mission 



Bay  (completion of  the  street grid, Central Subway, Caltrain modernization,  etc.),  the City proposes a 
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number of capital and operating improvements to meet the project’s anticipated transportation demand 



(“Event Management Plan”):   



 



 Transit:  The  City  proposes  to  purchase  four  additional  light  rail  vehicles  and  improve  the 



capacity and  frequency of  the T‐Third  line; extend  the existing boarding platform at Third and 



South Streets; run three special event shuttles to regional transit stations; complete the 16th Street 



Bus Rapid Transit lane and increase bus service along 16th; and coordinate with both the Mission 



Bay  shuttle  program  and  regional  transit  operators  such  as Caltrain,  Bay Area Rapid Transit 



(“BART”), Water Emergency Transportation Authority  (“WETA”) and Golden Gate  to provide 



increased special event service.  



  



 Vehicular Access: The City proposes  to deploy up  to 21 parking control officers to control key 



intersections  and  neighborhood  circulation  by  overriding  traffic  lights,  preventing  lane  and 



driveway blockages, creating local access only corridors and protecting emergency vehicle access 



to  the UCSF Mission Bay campus;  install changeable message signs along key access  routes  to 



direct  traffic;  signalize  three  intersections  to  prevent modal  conflicts  and  protect  bicycle  and 



pedestrian safety; and utilize mobile  technology  to  facilitate pre‐purchase of parking spaces  to 



reduce circling.   



 



 Transportation  Demand  Management:  The  project  site  will  implement  aggressive  demand 



management strategies such as  limiting on‐site parking to 950 spaces; providing space for over 



500  bicycles  on‐site  and  sponsoring  a  bikeshare  station;  promoting  alternative  transportation 



modes  through wayfinding, promotional  incentives  and  event  ads,  tickets websites  or mobile 



applications;  and  creating  performance  standards  that,  for  instance,  protect  pedestrian  safety, 



facilitate transit and limit auto mode share. 



 



 Public Safety and Neighborhood Quality of Life:   Depending on  the event  type and size,  the 



City proposes up to 14 police officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, 



along major  access  corridors  and  in  support  of UCSF  campus  security  and  adjacent  business 



private  security.   The GSW will maintain  their own property, will provide or  contract with  a 



qualified contractor to provide similar services to surrounding areas impacted by event patrons, 



and will create a Good Neighbor Policy to address everything from illegal vendors to meeting all 



applicable noise ordinances and creating a central point of contact for resolving any complaints.   



 



The City has focused specific consideration on event center events that overlap with events at AT&T Park 



and proposes several strategies  to employ, where commercially reasonable,  to mitigate  their  impact on 



the neighborhood. They may include coordinating schedules to avoid conflicts, staggering start times of 



private events  if  they cannot be rescheduled, and developing overflow parking  lots south of  the Event 



Center  to  accommodate  any overflow parking.   Exhibit AA  includes  a more detailed  summary of  the 



proposed  Events Management  Plan,  which  was  presented  at  the  April  30,  2015 Mission  Bay  CAC 



meeting. 



The City  further proposes  to use project‐generated  tax  revenues  to cover  the estimated $6.6 million  in 



City  costs  required  to  fund  these  improvements.   An  independent,  peer‐reviewed  fiscal  analysis  by 



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (“EPS”) estimates that the Event Center project will generate $14.11 
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million dollars  in annual tax revenue.   This figure  is net of all OCII revenues dedicated to Mission Bay 



infrastructure and affordable housing.  A complete copy of the EPS report is included as Exhibit BB.   



 



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  



As part of its actions on September 17, 1998 establishing the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Areas, 



the  former Redevelopment Commission  certified  the project’s Final Subsequent Environmental  Impact 



Report (“FSEIR”), adopted California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) findings, adopted a series of 



mitigation measures, and established a comprehensive system  for mitigation monitoring. The Board of 



Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission,  and  various  City  departments  adopted  similar  findings  and 



mitigation monitoring plans. This FSEIR includes by reference a number of addenda.  



The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 



Guidelines  1518.    The Mission  Bay  FSEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the 



development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay 



South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29‐32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed GSW Project 



is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program.  However, the 



FSEIR did not anticipate  the development of an event center on Blocks 29‐32, so a  focused EIR will be 



prepared to analyze the difference in impacts identified for the proposed project from those disclosed in 



1998;  the  focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR  (“SEIR”) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.   OCII  is 



considered  the  lead  agency  under  CEQA  for  the  SEIR,  and  the  Commission will  be  responsible  for 



certification of the SEIR. 



As the first step in the preparation of the SEIR pursuant to CEQA, OCII released a Notice of Preparation 



of  an Environmental  Impact Report  (“NOP”)  for  the GSW Project  on November  19,  2014, which was 



provided  to  the Commission as part of  their December 2, 2014 packet, with a Scoping Meeting having 



been held on December 9, 2014 and comments due by December 19, 2014.   Comments received during 



the scoping period will be incorporated into the Draft SEIR, which is anticipated to be released in spring 



2015.  The  NOP  includes  an  initial  study  that  contains  a  project  description  and  analyzes  which 



environmental  impact  categories will  not  have  new,  additional,  or modified  significant  impacts  from 



those disclosed in the 1998 document, and which require further study in the SEIR.   The draft of the SEIR 



is anticipated to be released for public review in spring 2015. 



No  official  actions  can  be made  related  to  the GSW  Project  until  the  SEIR  has  been  certified  by  the 



Commission, anticipated to occur in early fall 2015.  As a result, no action on the GSW Major Phase can 



be made  at  this  time,  but  it will  return  to  the Commission  for  official  action once  the  SEIR has been 



certified 



 



PUBLIC COMMENT 



Citizens Advisory Committee and Community Outreach Program 



 



The Mission  Bay CAC  is  the  official  community  group  leading  the  community  process  for  the GSW 



Project.   The CAC has discussed  the GSW Project,  and  related  topics,  at  its May, August, September, 



October, November and December 2014 meetings, as well as  three other meetings  in March and April 



2015.   The  Schematic Designs were discussed  by  the Mission Bay CAC  at  the March  and April  2015 



meetings. Overall the Mission Bay CAC was supportive of the Schematic Designs.  Most of the requests 



related  to  the  Schematic Designs were  to  retain  the  simplicity  and  grace  of  the Event Center design, 
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clarify  some of  the operational  features,  and  ensure  that  environmental  conditions,  such  as wind,  are 



taken into consideration with the open space design. The community was also concerned about ensuring 



that  the  retail  is  designed  to  be  successful  and  contribute  to  the  overall  neighborhood  as  both  a 



destination and a catalyst for further growth. 



 



 



 



In  addition  to meeting  with  the  CAC,  the  GSW  and  OCII/City  staff  have  also  reachedout  to  other 



stakeholders, including: 



 Mission Bay life science community 



 Neighborhood leaders from: South Beach, Rincon Hill, Mission Bay, Dogpatch, and Potrero Hill 



 UCSF 



 San Francisco Giants 



 San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 



 San Francisco Walk 



 Local residents and business/merchants. 



 



The Schematic Designs addressed  the design comments received  from  the CAC and  larger community 



during the GSW Major Phase design phase, which focused on: 



 



 Bayfront terrace reducing the height/size 



 Height and setback along the pedestrian edge of site and throughout buildings 



 Local wind patterns 



 High quality of design and creation of needed open space 



 Excitement about an active area with commercial (food) retail options 



 Understanding of great need for more office/lab space in area. 



 



The Mission Bay CAC and community meetings also included discussion on the following issues.  OCII 



and City staff will continue to work with the GSE and community on these issues: 



 



1) Traffic Congestion and Parking 



 Access to hospital, residents, and businesses during events 



 Adequate transit to serve the site 



 Location of parking (on‐site, locally, and satellite) 



 Traffic control 



 AT&T Park and GSW events on the same day 



 Street closures and local access 



 Adequate bicycle parking and infrastructure 



 Congestion on the 4th Street bridge. 



 



2) Event Management 



 Crowd control and security 



 Trash and physical impacts on adjacent properties. 



 



3) Construction Impacts 
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 Noise, dust control, traffic, and vibration. 



 
In addition, at  the end of April, a newly  formed 501c(4) named  the Mission Bay Alliance came out  in 



opposition  to  the GSW  Project  based  on  concerns  about  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  new UCSF 



Medical Center in Mission Bay.  There have been many newspaper articles including statements from the 



Mission Bay Alliance expressing their concerns related to traffic and parking impacts on the Mission Bay 



Medical Center, as well as expressing the group’s desire to expand future UCSF facilities onto the project 



site.   A  representative  from  the Mission  Bay Alliance  attended  the April  30,  2015 Mission  Bay CAC 



meeting  to express  the group’s concerns.   According  to  the official statement  from UCSF, UCSF  is not 



affiliated with any group related to or formally opposing the GSW Project (see Exhibit CC).  



The Planning Department has had no public comment. 



 



 



 



 



 



REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 



None.  Informational only. 



 



RECOMMENDATION:  None Informational only 



Attachments: 
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Attachment Checklist 



 



 



  Executive Summary      Project sponsor submittal 



  Draft Motion       Drawings: Existing Conditions  



  Environmental Determination        Check for legibility 



  Zoning District Map      Drawings: Proposed Project    



  Height & Bulk Map        Check for legibility 



  Parcel Map      Health Dept. review of RF levels 



  Sanborn Map      RF Report 



  Aerial Photo      Community Meeting Notice 



  Context Photos      Inclusionary  Affordable Housing  Program:  



Affidavit for Compliance 



  Site Photos       
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:15:55 PM


Chris,


I was there all day and don't remember any discussion of dropping substantive TDM
requirements.  Perhaps others discussed this in advance and treated this as a done
deal.


Bill Wycko


From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Viktoriya Wise (MTA)" <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>,
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)"
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam
Van de Water (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:06:46 PM
Subject: RE: GSW TDMs


Hi Bill,
My understanding (as well as Brett’s, Luba’s and Joyce’s) was that we had reached final agreement
on the Transportation section screencheck last Thursday – including the TDM strategies to be
included in the DSEIR – and that we were able to cancel the second Transportation work session
that was scheduled for last Friday because there was no need for further discussion. The revised
TDM strategies contained in the version of the TMP that Luba distributed today, is reflective of the
revisions that we all agreed to last Thursday.
 
Please see Luba’s responses to the issues noted in your message below. If necessary, we can discuss
this tomorrow after we finish our work session on Alternatives.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs



mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/





 
Brett,
 
Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free. See M-TR-2b
 
It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  We decided on
Thursday to eliminate this measure.
 
 
Based on over thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the
attachment mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that
would actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs
to include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives. Noted.
 
Bill Wycko
 


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs
 
Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
MTA for their final approval.”
 



mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org





From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent
auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and
setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage
driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and
successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target
auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on
the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted
annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year
that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage
exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect
the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment
Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars
adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These
funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management
or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note
to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement.
Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Karen Lancelle; Danielle Dowler
Subject: Second ELDP Notice for OCII
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 4:11:38 PM
Attachments: Second ELDP Notice 06_03_2015.pdf
Importance: High


Sally:
 
Attached is the second AB900 notice (i.e. Public Notice of Environmental Leadership Development
Project) that 1) SF Planning will be noticing in the newspaper on Wednesday, 2) ESA will be
conducting direct mailing on Wednesday, and 3) ESA will be conducting on-site posting on
Wednesday.  
 
Please note that for the first AB900 notice, Catherine Reilly personally emailed the AB900 notice to
all Mission Bay CAC and Interested Parties (see her introductory emails she used for the first notice,
below). I will defer to you and OCII to conduct a similar emailing task to Mission Bay CAC and
Interested Parties on Wednesday for the second ELDP notice should you wish to.
 
Thanks, and please call me with any questions.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 8:49 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: SECOND CORRECTION Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
OK – I will admit, this is not my day.  Please note that the previous emails had the wrong century for
when we are going to be releasing the environmental impact report.  It will be this coming June 3,
2015 NOT in 3015.  Government may be slow, but not that slow……my brain on the other hand…..
 
Hope you all have a great day (and a good laugh at my expense).
 
(email corrected below)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL  
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: June 2, 2015 
Case No.: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):  



   ER 2014-919-97 
Planning Department: 2014.1441E 



Certification:  Governor – April 30, 2015 
 Joint Legislative Budget Committee – May 27, 2015 
Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay 



Blocks 29-32 
Zoning: MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – 



Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for 
Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height 
Zone 5 



Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s 
Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 
Project Sponsor/  
Applicant: GSW Arena LLC  
 David Kelly 



(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com 



Lead Agency: OCII 
Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 



sally.oerth@sfgov.org  
 
THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.  



  











 
 



PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC 
Division 13.  ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 
 
Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 
 
§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a)  The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 



that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 



the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects 
be identified and mitigated. 



(c)  The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e)  These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects 
in the United States. 



(i)  The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



 
§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a)  "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 



undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 



(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use 



project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building 
Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on 
an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill 
project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, 
pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the 
Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination 
that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if 
implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or 
solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or 
components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the 
production of clean alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c)  "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



 
§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 
 
§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification 
that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall 
supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the 
application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before 
the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 
 
§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the 
following conditions are met: 
(a)  The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 



($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 



and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that 
all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the 
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as 
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the 
Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this 
requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health 
and Safety Code. 



(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the 
lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental 
mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will 
be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 21185. 



(f)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 
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§21184. 
(a)  The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies 



with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 



conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to 
judicial review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining 
pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting 
information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or 
nonconcurrence. 



(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 



(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a 
determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project 
is deemed to be certified. 



(c)  The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to 
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing 
with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 



 
§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures 
applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the 
certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development 
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals 
that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, 
within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 
 
§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a 
leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a)  The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 



division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 



be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with 
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c)  The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, 
the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 



(f)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 



(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are 
not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an 
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, 
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or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after 
the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or 
lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of 
the project. 



(i)  Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall 
file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 



(j)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 



 
§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project 
pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no 
less than 12-point type stating the following: 



“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH 
PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED 
IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.” 
 
The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 
 
§21188. 
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is 
held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be 
given effect without the invalid provision or application. 
 
§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of 
any party to comply with this division. 
 
§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor 
pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 
 
§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of 
this chapter on the administration of justice. 
 
§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a 
later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 
 
     Date Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 
 
__________________________    
 



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 5 
 








			Public Notice of environmental  leadership development project (ELDP)









1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 7:31 AM
Subject: CORRECTION Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
The notice was actually posted in the Examiner, not the Chronicle (I have corrected in the email
below).  Apologies for the duplicate email.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 7:23 AM
Subject: Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
Hello all.  I just wanted to let you know that this morning the Warriors posted required notification
(attached to this email as well) in the Examiners that the Event Center project has been certified as
eligible as an Environmental Leadership Development Project for streamlined judicial review under
Public Resources Code 21178 et. Seq (the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act).  It is technical
language required by statute and I wanted to assure you that, as the agency responsible for
approving this proposed project, the Office of Community Infrastructure and Investment (OCII) will
continue to analyze the project in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, including the preparation of a Subsequent EIR and the same 45-day
opportunity for public review and comment and public approval hearings on the document as any
other non-certified project.  The draft Subsequent EIR is anticipated to be released on June 3, 2015
and we will be sending out a formal notice when it is available for review.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:01:06 PM


Brett,


Of the items in this attachment, we agreed to eliminate item at the bottom of page 2
about use of the bicycle valet facility on non-event days because their commercial
buildings will have their own bicycle facilities.  I don't see anything here reflective of
the discussion of providing car-share spaces at market rates to address GSW
concerns about providing these spaces free.


It's not clear what happens to the language you cite below about penalties for non-
compliance?  There was also language that many City people contributed to several
weeks ago about requirements for more substantive parking management & pricing if
transit goals were not met.  Perhaps these live somewhere else?  Based on over
thirty years of practical TDM expereince, the extensive verbiage in the attachment
mostly amounts to "promotional" information, has very little substance that would
actually affect anyone's travel behavior, and any effective TDM strategy needs to
include aggressive management & pricing of parking to discourage driving coupled
with viable transit and other alternatives.


Bill Wycko


From: "Brett Bollinger (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>
To: "Peter Albert (MTA)" <peter.albert@sfmta.com>, "Adam Van de Water (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:26:39 PM
Subject: FW: GSW TDMs


Peter, Adam and Bill,
 
Please confirm that the TDM language in the attached document is what was agreed to at our
meeting last week. As you can see in the email I sent out earlier today, there seems to be some
confusion on whether there was a final agreement of the TDM language.
 
My previous email:
“Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week
and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had
come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the
impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA
agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where
we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible
language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to
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MTA for their final approval.”
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
 
Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the TMP, as
discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's instructions, the "To be
determined" measure was not included. This is the text that was not included.
 


·           Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the
average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses
does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently
at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent
auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and
setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage
driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and
successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center,
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target
auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on
the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted
annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year
that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage
exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect
the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment
Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars
adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These
funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management
or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note
to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement.
Subject to change by OEWD.]


 
Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional Strategies
to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
 
 
 








From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Re: GSW SEIR Meeting on Wednesday
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 5:21:06 PM


Paul,


As I discussed briefly with Joyce late Friday, my feeling is that the alternatives
considered & rejected needs considerable work.  When will this be discussed
tomorrow?


Bill Wycko


From: "Paul Mitchell" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>
To: "Bill Wycko" <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "chris kern" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Brett 'Bollinger (CPC)'"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Joyce" <joyce@orionenvironment.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 3:59:49 PM
Subject: GSW SEIR Meeting on Wednesday 


Bill:
 
Just a reminder the GSW SEIR team is meeting tomorrow at ESA’s offices on Kearny at 9:00 a.m.  We
will start with SEIR Transportation section followup, followed by transportation issues associated
with the SEIR Alternatives, and plan to be done with Transportation before noon.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Jose Farran; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao
Subject: Re: GSW TDMs
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 1:01:43 PM
Attachments: Final Changes to TMP TDM Measures and Mit Measure.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Attached are the final changes to the Draft 2 EIR file for the TDM measures in the 
TMP, as discussed and agreed upon at last week's meeting. Also, per Adam's 
instructions, the "To be determined" measure was not included. This is the text that 
was not included.


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·           <!--[endif]-->Implement transportation demand 
strategies as necessary to ensure that the average employee auto mode share 
for the office, retail and event center uses does not exceed the average 
employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as 
an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential 
transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode share may 
include providing transit subsidies for employees and setting parking rates for 
employees at or above the market rate to discourage driving to work. This 
measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and successors in interest 
for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center, 
office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on 
employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The 
annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the 
South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall 
continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the 
target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share 
based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys 
conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In 
any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share 
percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode 
share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 
2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the 
survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand 
management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by 
SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement 
requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


Also attached are the final changes to the Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Additional 
Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts. These incorporate SFMTA's comments. 
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for all on-site employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· AllowEncourage tenants to allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve Designate parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center employees:


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only.


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:2][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [2: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 







Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:3] These strategies could include the following: [3: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinated outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation of time limits and Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements withcooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensivenon-auto modes are encouraged.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:4] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [4: 	] 



The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate as a member of notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) and to notify at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains, and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.











Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 26, 2015, at 12:13 PM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> wrote:

Viktoriya called Chris today inquiring where we left off with the TDM discussion last week and if there was agreement on the final language of the TDMs. Chris and I thought we had come to an agreement on the language (with Peter Albert’s input), but Viktoriya is under the impression that the language discussed in the meeting last week wasn’t something MTA agreed with. Since it was a long day of discussion, I am asking for your recollection of where we left off with the outstanding TDMs that the Warriors had yet to agree to due to infeasible language. If there is an updated TDM language list please provide so that we can pass on to MTA for their final approval.












From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Cathy Robeck
cathy_robeck@yahoo.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: Pauline Le
Cc: Diane Amato; Sean Karlin; SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Re: Fwd: SF Chronicle: Goal of group opposing arena is to bedevil the W
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 5:20:04 PM


 
__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


Also excited about the warriors coming here!


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 8:37 AM, Pauline Le paulinele@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Good to ask questions.  


If it helps, we're quite excited about the Warriors moving back to SF.


On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:18 AM, Diane Amato amato.diane@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


Exactly.  Build it in Oakland.


Sent from my iPhone


On May 27, 2015, at 6:43 AM, Sean Karlin sean.karlin@gmail.com [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
<SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn-noreply@yahoogroups.com> wrote:


 


What no one is really asking is why does San Francisco need another sports team? Are we big Warriors fans? Have we flooded the
BART system every game night so much that it just made sense to bring them closer to their fan base? No. Does it bring in big revenue
opportunities for our business owners? Not really. The developers? Yes.  The team owners? Of course? A few pirate shirt sellers and
tailgate BBQ vendors? Yeah sure. The tax payers? Not at all. In fact it costs us a bundle. 
All this talk and plans and I still don't understand why San Francisco? Oakland needs her sports venues and she has the room for
them. Why does San Francisco need this? 
Anyone?


Pax.
Sean Karlin


-- 
Pauline Le


__._,_.___


Posted by: Cathy Robeck <cathy_robeck@yahoo.com>
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Karen Lancelle; Danielle Dowler
Subject: Second ELDP Notice for OCII
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 4:11:38 PM
Attachments: Second ELDP Notice 06_03_2015.pdf
Importance: High


Sally:
 
Attached is the second AB900 notice (i.e. Public Notice of Environmental Leadership Development
Project) that 1) SF Planning will be noticing in the newspaper on Wednesday, 2) ESA will be
conducting direct mailing on Wednesday, and 3) ESA will be conducting on-site posting on
Wednesday.  
 
Please note that for the first AB900 notice, Catherine Reilly personally emailed the AB900 notice to
all Mission Bay CAC and Interested Parties (see her introductory emails she used for the first notice,
below). I will defer to you and OCII to conduct a similar emailing task to Mission Bay CAC and
Interested Parties on Wednesday for the second ELDP notice should you wish to.
 
Thanks, and please call me with any questions.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 8:49 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: SECOND CORRECTION Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
OK – I will admit, this is not my day.  Please note that the previous emails had the wrong century for
when we are going to be releasing the environmental impact report.  It will be this coming June 3,
2015 NOT in 3015.  Government may be slow, but not that slow……my brain on the other hand…..
 
Hope you all have a great day (and a good laugh at my expense).
 
(email corrected below)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL  
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: June 2, 2015 
Case No.: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):  



   ER 2014-919-97 
Planning Department: 2014.1441E 



Certification:  Governor – April 30, 2015 
 Joint Legislative Budget Committee – May 27, 2015 
Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay 



Blocks 29-32 
Zoning: MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – 



Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for 
Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height 
Zone 5 



Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s 
Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 
Project Sponsor/  
Applicant: GSW Arena LLC  
 David Kelly 



(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com 



Lead Agency: OCII 
Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580 



sally.oerth@sfgov.org  
 
THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.  



  











 
 



PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC 
Division 13.  ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 
 
Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 
 
§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a)  The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 



that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 



the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects 
be identified and mitigated. 



(c)  The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e)  These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects 
in the United States. 



(i)  The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



 
§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a)  "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 



undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 



(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use 



project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building 
Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on 
an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill 
project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, 
pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the 
Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination 
that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if 
implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
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(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or 
solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or 
components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the 
production of clean alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c)  "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



 
§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 
 
§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification 
that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall 
supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the 
application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before 
the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 
 
§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the 
following conditions are met: 
(a)  The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 



($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 



and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that 
all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the 
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as 
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the 
Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this 
requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health 
and Safety Code. 



(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the 
lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental 
mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will 
be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 21185. 



(f)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 
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§21184. 
(a)  The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies 



with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 



conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to 
judicial review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining 
pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting 
information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or 
nonconcurrence. 



(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 



(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a 
determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project 
is deemed to be certified. 



(c)  The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to 
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing 
with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 



 
§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures 
applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the 
certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development 
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals 
that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, 
within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 
 
§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a 
leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a)  The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 



division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 



be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with 
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c)  The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, 
the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 



(f)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 



(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are 
not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an 
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, 
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or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after 
the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or 
lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of 
the project. 



(i)  Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall 
file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 



(j)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 



 
§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project 
pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no 
less than 12-point type stating the following: 



“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH 
PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED 
IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.” 
 
The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 
 
§21188. 
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is 
held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be 
given effect without the invalid provision or application. 
 
§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of 
any party to comply with this division. 
 
§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor 
pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 
 
§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of 
this chapter on the administration of justice. 
 
§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a 
later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 
 
     Date Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 
 
__________________________    
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 7:31 AM
Subject: CORRECTION Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
The notice was actually posted in the Examiner, not the Chronicle (I have corrected in the email
below).  Apologies for the duplicate email.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 7:23 AM
Subject: Warriors' Environmental Leadership Development Project Notification
 
Hello all.  I just wanted to let you know that this morning the Warriors posted required notification
(attached to this email as well) in the Examiners that the Event Center project has been certified as
eligible as an Environmental Leadership Development Project for streamlined judicial review under
Public Resources Code 21178 et. Seq (the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act).  It is technical
language required by statute and I wanted to assure you that, as the agency responsible for
approving this proposed project, the Office of Community Infrastructure and Investment (OCII) will
continue to analyze the project in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, including the preparation of a Subsequent EIR and the same 45-day
opportunity for public review and comment and public approval hearings on the document as any
other non-certified project.  The draft Subsequent EIR is anticipated to be released on June 3, 2015
and we will be sending out a formal notice when it is available for review.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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