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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Michael Nimon"
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:08:00 AM


Friday the 27th.
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
He did about two weeks ago and we incorporated them. Was that the latest or is there a newer
version of the comments?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Thanks.  Did Adam forward you the comments from KMA? 
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Hi Catherine,
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I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, 


Ricardo (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 1:54:01 PM


Hi Erin 
I would like to have SFMTA reconfirm that, for purposes of the EIR, we will not 
include bicycle signals as part of the signalization of the intersection of TFB/16th, but 
will include bicycle turn boxes.
Clarke can meet with you team regarding the specific placement of the bicycle turn 
boxes.
 
Thank you,
Luba


On Apr 8, 2015, at 1:44 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Hi Erin,
Have you been able to connect internally at MTA to determine availabilities for a 
meeting to discuss traffic signal and bicycle turn box design? Please let us know.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Sunday, April 05, 2015 10:38 PM
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Erin Miller
Cc: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly 
Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Great. Thank you all!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 04, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Erin Miller
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc 
(renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose 
Farran
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Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Right.
The EIR will state that there will be bicycle turn boxes (we'll use the correct 
terminology) at TFB/16th, but will not specify that there will be bicycle signals.  
The intersection analysis does not assume a bicycle signal.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 
 


 
On Apr 4, 2015, at 9:18 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
 


No worries Kate!  "Planning water" is always a little muddy on projects this 
complex given the amount of review and re-review, and recurring 
discussions.  It's just part of the process, and I promise it will get fully 
refined and clarified.  Mike and Ricardo's group will be able to look at the 
full intersection for both civil design and signal design to make sure the 
solution is safe and efficient for all modes.  I think your recollection sounds 
right, and I'm copying Luba to confirm that it was determined that there 
would be no bike signal during the work session.  


Thank You,


Erin 
_____________________________________________
Erin Miller Blankinship
Development & Transportation Integration


SFMTA Sustainable Streets Division
415-701-5490 o
415-971-7429 m
 
_____________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser <kaufhauser@warriors.com>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
To: Miller, Erin <erin.miller@sfmta.com>, Clarke Miller 
<cmiller@stradasf.com>, Sallaberry, Mike <mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
Cc: Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com>, Olea, Ricardo 
<ricardo.olea@sfmta.com>, Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) 
<b.grandy@fehrandpeers.com>, Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com) 
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<renc@jmisports.com>, Reilly, Catherine <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, 
Jacob Nguyen <jnguyen@bkf.com>


Sorry to further muddy the water, but I thought MTA direction during our 3/25 CEQA 
meeting was NOT to include bike signals on TFB, though we’d previously been planning 
to. Erin, can you huddle with Ricardo and Mike and confirm? We need to work the 
correct direction into our TMP revisions (currently underway).
 
Looking forward to discussing next week. I’m available Mon, Tues, or Wed.
 
Thanks all.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob 
Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we 
could schedule a call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a 
time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for 
the bicycle signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to 
help with the latter design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
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Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the 
coordination of bike route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify 
who best to work with for both engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new 
traffic and bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do 
need to advance the signal design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer 
of the infrastructure around our site) is able to design, permit, and construct the 
improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s construction. I understand 
MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached traffic signal 
phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South 


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best 
signaling approach for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of 
information to know if what’s attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its 
analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting point it would be helpful to have a 
conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr & Peers, BKF (our civil 
engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design forward. It 
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would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can 
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the 
appropriate MTA traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a 
conference call?
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com;


Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Subject: FW: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:38:44 PM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v2 LCW JIF JSH.docx
Importance: High


Hi Ken and Catherine,
Can we schedule a call tomorrow at 1:00 or another time this week if that doesn’t work to
discuss this? We’re concerned about how the new measures relate to the transportation
analysis in the Draft SEIR.
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: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
 
Begin forwarded message:


From: "Rich, Ken (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: April 6, 2015 at 9:00:45 AM PDT
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, "Jose I. Farran
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"
<lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"wyckowilliam@comcast.net" <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
 
Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
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 The City shall fund and provide:


· Capital improvements, including:


· Lengthening the T-Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’, In EIR as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP; no changes to SB platform?


· Installing T-Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T-Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)


· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. Not in EIR, nor in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure?


· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. This is in EIR as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access. Is this now part of project? Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to  from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics?


· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of . In EIR as a planned project.  In EIR but not an event center project description item.


· The Transit Service Plan, including:


· Increased service on the T-Third and the 22-Fillmore. Clarification needed.  Increased service over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions?  The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.  Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing? This will require revisions to the analysis.  What periods? What level of attendance?


· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. In EIR, In TMP.


· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. In EIR as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts. No change.


· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA and Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.


· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain cars and increased North Bay Ferry and bus service Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.


· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the arena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?


· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services 


· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. Not in EIR, not in TMP.  Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP


The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the arena; Not transportation, but addressed in EIR Public Services section.


· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service; In EIR, in TMP.


· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the arena not already provided by the Warriors; Not transportation, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control). Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street , Terry Francois/South Street and, Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description; New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure, is it now part of project description?


· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?


· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the arena; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Description needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Cannot be quantified.


· Coordinate office and arena deliveries in attempt to avoid P.M. peak traffic conditions; Not in EIR, not in TMP. 


· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.


· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.


· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the arena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site; In EIR and TMP.


· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided. Currently, EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.


· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park; Not in EIR, not in TMP.  IS this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP? 


· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30p


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the arena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. (Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


Not in EIR, not in TMP. Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  


· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and operation of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street; and Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?


· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc).  Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?












Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell


(PMitchell@esassoc.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)


Subject: Re: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:51:00 PM


Working out details for additional transit shuttles and parking locations is most timely
need.  From a technical standpoint, unless package of stuff UCSF is asking about
translates into LOS of E or better (unlikely), the LOS methodology cannot reliably
determine degrees of "better" LOS that is still F.


Bill Wycko


From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: "Ken Rich (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>, "Catherine Reilly (ADM)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)" <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
"Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>,
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2015 2:38:40 PM
Subject: FW: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy


Hi Ken and Catherine,
Can we schedule a call tomorrow at 1:00 or another time this week if that doesn’t work to
discuss this? We’re concerned about how the new measures relate to the transportation
analysis in the Draft SEIR.
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: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
 
Begin forwarded message:


From: "Rich, Ken (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>
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Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: April 6, 2015 at 9:00:45 AM PDT
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, "Jose I. Farran
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"
<lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"wyckowilliam@comcast.net" <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
 
Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 
From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Miller, Erin (MTA); Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Folks, Tom (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:44:00 AM


Thanks for bringing me into this.  This improvements are being made by the MB master developer
vs. GSW, so specifics related to Owens/280 would not be appropriate for the GSW to answer.  I will
give John a call and let him know that the status of the Owens/280 improvements (both will be done
by the end of the year and we are trying to see if we can open Owens before all the 280
improvements are done in the fall or if we have to wait until everything is done to open Owens and
relieve some of the traffic through the adjacent neighborhoods.
 
As for the GSW plans.  I will outreach to the GSW to see about doing the rounds with the
surrounding communities.  At some point we will need to do that, and I think it is more of a sense of
timing and not undermining a centralized planning process.  I have added Adam to the email list so
that he is aware when he gets back.
 


I think the one thing that I can’t take off your list is the changes to 7th Street, since that is outside
my area.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Folks, Tom (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
Importance: High
 
Ricardo,
 
I think it is probably possible, but I am sharing this with Catherine Reilly, as she is better suited to
coordinate for the Warriors on outreach. 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
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(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: Re: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
 
Erin - Can someone in the Warriors city team reach out to this neighborhood group on these
next steps?   They should be aware of any concerns Mr. deCastro has given their key
proximity to the project. 
 
Ricardo


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:33 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I think the timing for the 280 interchange are in the hands of Caltrans and UCSF.  The
Warriors are not making changes, only.  The presentation John is referring to is an early
Transportation Management Plan.  If we are doing any work on that interchange, I am
not specifically familiar with it. 
 
As far as Warriors participation, the DSEIR is anticipated in late May.  The Mission Bay
CAC may also include Warriors related topics on their agendas, and he might have the
opportunity to participate there.  It’s my understanding that they are the key
communication link to the community for the Warriors.
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
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From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: FW: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of
Owens St.
 
Erin – John De Castro representing the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association
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wants an update on the Warriors planning and changes to Mariposa/I-280.  Who’s best
equipped to touch base with this group at this point?  Ricardo
 


From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Olea, Ricardo
Cc: Folks, Tom; J.R. Eppler
Subject: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
 
Ricardo
 
Tom Folks sent me your way to try to get answers to our questions.  I am the
chair of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association committee responsible
for SFMTA and sustainable streets issues.  If you are not familiar with the
Potrero Boosters we are the largest and oldest neighboorhood association in this
area founded in 1926. 
 


This I sent to Tom is in blue that he forwarded to you on March 18.  I am sure
you are busy with everything going on in Mission Bay but is it possible to get a
status update by next week on where you are in the planning process for the 280,
Mariposa and Owens St.
The problems with the 280 off ramp at Mariposa are multiplying by the day.
 


I was recently made aware of another document This looks like a newer version
of the document I sent about 1800 Owens to Tom.   
 
http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7832 that may
have superseded the one mentioned below.   My committee has some concerns
and questions about the CAC presentation of Nov. 2014.
 
Our major concern is what are the plans for 280 on and off ramps at Mariposa
and when can we expect them to be implemented?  What happens on Warrior
arena event and game days.   We want to avoid being isolated into our
neighborhood due to the traffic issues.
How does the our neighborhood association provide input to the process?  
 
I would like to invite you to a committee meeting to further understand your
plans and how they have evolved since November.  We may suggest a
presentation to the full membership after the committee meeting.
 
 


While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I came across a
document that describes on Pages 8 and 9 the revisions to the 280 on
and off ramp to the 1800 block of Owens.  Do you know if that is
still the plan and if yes then who is the contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some neighbors
concerned about how traffic was going to enter and leave the
Warriors arena.  Given the mess today at rush hours at 280 and
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Mariposa they are anxious that it will not be improved before
FY2017-2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan and the
timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about 1800 Owens St
to the 280.  http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=4079


 
I look forward to talking to you.  You can reach me at 415-419-4658
 
 
John deCastro
 
 


Begin forwarded message:
 
From: "Folks, Tom" <Tom.Folks@sfmta.com>
To: 'John deCastro' <2jbdecastro@gmail.com>
Cc: "Shahamiri, James" <James.Shahamiri@sfmta.com>, "Olea, Ricardo"
<Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com>
Subject: RE: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280 changes
Date: March 18, 2015 at 4:53:00 PM PDT
 
<image001.jpg>
 
Hi John,
James Shahamiri of our staff is looking into the issue of reconfiguring 7th


Street to see if an additional nortbound lane can be added. I’ve copied him on
this email to alert him about your concerns.
 
Regarding the Warriors’ planning, I’m not in the loop about the current plans.
I’ve copied Ricardo Olea, our City Traffic Engineer, who may be able to
answer your questions.
 
Thomas Folks
Senior Engineer, Sustainable Streets Division
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
415.701-4688
tom.folks@sfmta.com
 
<image002.png>  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
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From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 11:10 PM
To: Folks, Tom
Subject: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280 changes
 
Tom
 
To improve traffic flow north bound on 7th St from Mission Bay and existing
280 off ramp / Mississippi St is there any consideration to creating a No Parking
 zone from just south of Berry St to King St during morning and evening
commute (7 Am to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM).  
As you know the traffic off the 280 North and South at Mariposa is backing up
all over the NE part of Potrero Hill whenever the 280 becomes delayed.  I am
continuously looking for anyway to get traffic out of our neighborhood and back
on major streets so we don’t suffer any more pollution effects from people
looking for shortcuts.  
 
The right lane of 7th St has a forced merge just North of Mission Bay Blvd to
the left.  Which creates traffic back ups.  While if the right lane remained instead
of merging and parking was removed during commute hours the bike lane could
remain and  <8 to 10 spots of commuter parking would be removed between
About 150 feet North of Berry to just South of King street on the North bound
side of 7th St.  I don’t believe many of these cars are residents since when I drive
by the same area on Saturday and Sunday they are for the most part empty
spaces.  Thereby reinforcing my contention they are probably commuters.
 
Here is the Google view of the area.
 https://www.google.com/maps/@37.769328,-
122.398557,3a,75y,350.74h,108.87t/data=!3m4!1e1!3m2!1sxodXoBoNtO4k-
V11BFC7WQ!2e0!6m1!1e1
 
I am not sure if this makes sense from a traffic engineering standpoint but as a
person who drives this stretch a couple of times a week it seems to be an option
to help move traffic until the 280 off ramp is changed to Owens St.
 
While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I came across a document that
describes on Pages 8 and 9 the revisions to the 280 on and off ramp to the 1800
block of Owens.  Do you know if that is still the plan and if yes then who is the
contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some neighbors concerned about
how traffic was going to enter and leave the Warriors arena.  Given the mess
today at rush hours at 280 and Mariposa they are anxious that it will not be
improved before FY2017-2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan and the timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about 1800 Owens St to the 280.
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 http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4079
 
John  
 
John deCastro
This is a new email address
2jbdecastro@gmail.com
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell


(PMitchell@esassoc.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)


Subject: Re: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:50:59 PM


Working out details for additional transit shuttles and parking locations is most timely
need.  From a technical standpoint, unless package of stuff UCSF is asking about
translates into LOS of E or better (unlikely), the LOS methodology cannot reliably
determine degrees of "better" LOS that is still F.


Bill Wycko


From: "Chris Kern (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
To: "Ken Rich (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>, "Catherine Reilly (ADM)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)" <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
"Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)" <PMitchell@esassoc.com>,
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com, "Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "Brett Bollinger (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2015 2:38:40 PM
Subject: FW: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy


Hi Ken and Catherine,
Can we schedule a call tomorrow at 1:00 or another time this week if that doesn’t work to
discuss this? We’re concerned about how the new measures relate to the transportation
analysis in the Draft SEIR.
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: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
 
Begin forwarded message:


From: "Rich, Ken (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>
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Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: April 6, 2015 at 9:00:45 AM PDT
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, "Jose I. Farran
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"
<lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"wyckowilliam@comcast.net" <wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
 
Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 
From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:12:52 PM
Attachments: UCSF.ZIP


CAD file attached.
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green;
Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
 
Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.
 
Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad



mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:MArnold@ESASSOC.com

mailto:PGreen@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:jeffwright@heliplanners.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com







from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:12:58 PM
Attachments: UCSF.ZIP


CAD file attached.
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green;
Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
 
Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.
 
Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
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from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:01:02 AM


Thanks! I am seeing the GSW today and will ask if there is any issue announcing
this and/or if there is any other exciting news such as this that would be appropriate
to announce at the same time.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)"
Date:04/07/2015 8:58 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am


Catherine


 


I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the
loop on this and happy to check in with you if you would like.


 


Thanks


 


Guillermo Rodriguez


Policy & Communications Director


San Francisco Department of the Environment


1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103


guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org


Facebook  


  


 


 


 


Newsletter


Twitter


 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am


 


Hi Adam


 


Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth
day announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to
announce the warriors going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have
gone on about it but wanted to check in with you too.


 


Thanks,


 


Guillermo Rodriguez


Policy & Communications Director


San Francisco Department of the Environment


1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103


guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org


Facebook  


  


 


 


 


Newsletter


Twitter


 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am


 







 


Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment


1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
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San Francisco, CA 94103


debbie.raphael@sfgov.org


(415) 355-3701
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18:46 PM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2014-09-25.pdf


UCSF-4 FAA Determination 2.pdf
UCSF-4 Caltrans Heliport Permit.pdf


Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.


Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
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criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Joyce Hsiao


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Tran, Michael (CWP); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Volumetric testing
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:13:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Clarke,
Based on discussions with Michael Tran and Joyce, my understanding is that testing and any modifications needed to ensure the pump
station performs adequately to handle the design flows will be completed before SFPUC accepts responsibility for operation and
maintenance. Assuming this is correct, testing is not needed for the DSEIR.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: Volumetric testing
 
Chris,
A question was raised during a recent meeting with PUC which required your input (see below). Please let me know if you need additional
information, in which case I will connect you directly with our civil engineer.
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: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Lee, Raymond (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 7:51:00 AM


Ray


I think that would be ideal because I am not sure if David and Clarke understand the
extend of "good faith efforts" as it applies to the SBE program.  


George


On Apr 6, 2015, at 6:01 PM, Lee, Raymond (CII) <raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org>
wrote:


I don’t think we want to be in a position to tell them whom to meet, but quite honestly
the best course of action would be for them to proceed with AE3 because MEI appears
to have been given several opportunities to reach an agreement. I can fully support
replacement of any SBE, including MEI (even after they’ve been listed), with another
SBE if the Warriors were unable to negotiate an agreement in good faith. This is within
reason and complies with our SBE program. If both of you think it would help to
express this to David Carlock and Clarke before their Thursday’s meeting, maybe we
should schedule a brief conference call to advise them. At the very least they’ll
understand our position.
 
Ray
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:22 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: Re: AOR Office/Retail
 
Catherine / Ray
 
I do not feel that it is appropriate for them to meet with MEI.  The meeting alone
signals the wrong message to MEI in my opinion.
 
With all things being considered, maybe MEI would be ideal for scope related to the
Market Hall.
 
Any thoughts Ray?
 
George. 
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On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:49 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI,
Kendall Heaton, GSW (David Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear
from MEI on whether they’re able to accomplish the required scope for
the fee we have earmarked for this role. I anticipate they may have
further questions on the project design and the specifics of the role too. If
you’d like, we could set up time now to debrief from that meeting. I’m
out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this week is best.
Please let me know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update
on where things stand?  We would like to update Tiffany so she is aware
of the situation in case anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick
where I was able to bring him up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently
hadn’t yet briefed him). I promised to keep Rick and Doug apprised of the
situation, but I will be sure to discuss with you and Ray prior to any
announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs
(though please note that D-Scheme was not selected for our team). We
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will continue to strive for broad representation as we wrap up our final
design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking
with SJ Engineers and Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve
found a scope/fee that’s substantially higher than previously expected
and which works for GSW and for the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of
the award from GSW before notifying the two firms, but wanted to let
you know this encouraging news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the
office/retail matter.   I also want to thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both
architects feel they should be on the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was
given an opportunity to sharpen their pencil but failed to provide a
competitive number so it will be more challenging to justify bringing them
back on the project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the
project which is not correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme
Studio. SJ Engineers, YamaMar, Telamon and OLMM.  I mention this
because I do not want the perception that there is a lack of Asian firms
participating on the project to be factored into the final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement
has been made so that we can collectively think about how to respond
from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
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Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t
anything to use for the Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we
were using federal funds, we were limited on how much emphasis we
could put on local preference.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Sallaberry, Mike
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; "Clarke Miller"; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Olea, Ricardo (MTA); Bob Grandy


(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:34:10 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


Do either of these two times work:
 


Tues the 21st from 10:30-12


Wed the 22nd from 3-5pm.
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:05 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Mike,
Clarke will be out of town next week. What about early in the week of 4/20?
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: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:58 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Hi Clarke,
This week has been packed for me due to our group being short-staffed, and tomorrow I’ll be in a
deposition for an undetermined amount of time (hopefully not long, but it’s impossible to predict).
 
Can we meet next week? Wed 4/15 PM is wide open.
 
I think the signals on TFB will be fairly straightforward but the one at Illinois/TFB/Mariposa may get
complicated as we have an intersection of a two-way bikeway on the east side of TFB with a bike
route on Mariposa and a bike lane on each side of the street on Illinois St.
 
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
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
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signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
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bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Deck for UCSF
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:02:17 PM


Hi Catherine,
 
Here is the deck that we showed to UCSF this morning:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/w8q6158g1vav004/15%200409%20GSW%20WEST%20SIDE%20CAC%20%20Pfau%20Long%20AE3.pptx?
dl=0
 
We’re making a few adjustments to some of the renderings and won’t have an updated version until tomorrow morning, but I
wanted to get you this in advance in case you have any additional comments we should incorporate before tomorrow.
 
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: Michael Nimon
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:08:19 AM


He did about two weeks ago and we incorporated them. Was that the latest or is there a newer
version of the comments?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Thanks.  Did Adam forward you the comments from KMA? 
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Hi Catherine,
 
I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com



mailto:mnimon@epsys.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:rberkson@epsys.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:mnimon@epsys.com

http://www.epsys.com/





 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com;


Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN);
Wong, Phillip (ECN); "wyckowilliam@comcast.net"


Subject: Call on GSW EIR
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:27:00 AM


Ken has confirmed he will be able to call in for the call today. Paul – could you please provide a call
in number to the group?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)


(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
wyckowilliam@comcast.net


Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:32:41 PM


Luba – I talked briefly with Chris with some background on this request.  To clarify, we did let UCSF
know that the transportation strategy may not result in no SUs, and they understood that.  However,
it would be good for them to know if things are moving from a 60 second SU to a 10 second SU, etc. 
Also, knowing the time frame for the EIR and making sure we didn’t create precedence for other City
documents, UCSF is ok with this analysis NOT being in the EIR.  I do think that the community will be
asking similar questions when we meet with them, so it would be great to know if it does not go into
the EIR, when some of the calculations might be available for those strategies that can be quantified.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
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PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Gavin, John (ECN)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Warriors Event Mgmt Preview
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:03:00 PM


John – I just filled out my times and it looks like I will throw off things for the rest.  So, I would
schedule around the three community members and Adam vs. making Alice have to reschedule her
Friday.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 2:21 PM
To: Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net); Woods Corinne (woodscorinne@ymail.com); Katy Liddell
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Mgmt Preview
 
Using the CORRECT email for Katy.  My apologies.  J


Adam
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 2:15 PM
To: Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net); Woods Corinne (woodscorinne@ymail.com); Katy Liddell
(kliddell2001@yahoo.com)
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Warriors Event Mgmt Preview
 
Corinne, Katy and Alice:
 


We’re preparing for the April 30th CAC discussion on event management (there is another CAC
meeting on west side design next week) and I wanted to get on your calendars to preview our
strategy.  In the hopes of finding a time that works for all before I leave for our family vacation, can
you please fill out the following Doodle poll?   
http://doodle.com/e7s9g33pm8ghn3wh
 
I look forward to seeing you then.
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Best,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Winifred Bird
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 12:06:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png


Hi Winnie,
The 1998 FSEIR assumed 8 inches of sea level rise by 2025. I’m not sure what source/assumptions it
used for the 100-year flood elevation. I think it would be accurate to say "According to the
Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed to withstand 8" of sea-level rise." 
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:31 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Chris,
 
Thanks very much for getting back to me with this information. Can you help me translate
this into ordinary English? What I'd like to be able to say is something like "According to
the Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed to withstand XX" of sea-level
rise." 
 
It sounds to me that if +11 feet NAVD represents 100-year flood level with 12" of sea-
level rise, +10 feet (or -1 city datum) would represent 100-year flood level with no sea-
level rise. So is the EIR saying that buildings must be flood-proofed only if they are built
below the current 100-year flood level? And this is the standard that applies to all
buildings originally proposed by the developers, even if they are just being built now? (So
as you explained before, since the Warriors Arena wasn't foreseen back in 1998, it needs
a new EIR). 
 
Would it be easier to go over this briefly by phone? 
 
Winnie
 
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Thu, April 09, 2015 8:35 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
The 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR determined that “Buildings above -1 [negative
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1] foot, San Francisco City Datum (99-foot elevation, Mission Bay Datum) would be above
the level of flooding hazard, including a margin for sea-level rise and a margin of safety.”
Structures proposed below this elevation are required to be flood proofed. This language is
from Mitigation Measure K.6 at the top of page VI.50 of the FSEIR. The sea level rise
projections assumed in the 1998 FSEIR are discussed in the Initial Study (FSEIR Appendix A)
and are based on a 1995 USEPA study. (FSEIR page A.59).
 
-1 SF City Datum corresponds to +10 feet NAVD88. Based on the 2014 SFPUC sea level rise
inundation maps, we now project the 100-year flood elevation to be +11 feet NAVD88 by
2050 assuming 12 inches of sea level rise.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:53 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Thank you Chris, much appreciated.
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, April 08, 2015 11:16 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
This looks right with respect to Treasure Island and Hunters Point-Candlestick,
but I’d like to check the 1998 SEIR for Mission Bay as I think it does a bit more
than you’ve described. I’ll get back to you by COB tomorrow on this. Thanks for
checking.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:03 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
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Dear Chris,
 
Thanks for your earlier help with the SF Public Press project looking at
sea-level rise and development. We are approaching publication and
fact-checking our stories. I was wondering if you would mind looking
over the following (very brief) summary of SLR mitigation measures
described in the Treasure Island, Mission Bay, Candlestick Point and
Hunters Point EIRs, and let me know if I've misrepresented them in any
way. We've done our best to sift through these reports, but they're
complex documents with many updates and I want to be sure we didn't
miss anything important. Any feedback from you would be very helpful.
Please get back to me this week if possible. 
 
"The Hunters Point-Candlestick Point and Treasure Island development
sites will be raised so that buildings, streets and key infrastructure stay
above the 100-year flood level even with three feet of sea-level rise,
according to Environmental Impact Reports prepared in 2009 and 2010
respectively. These projects also include margins of open space along
the waterfront to allow for the construction of berms or levees in the
future.
 
The environmental impact report for Mission Bay, prepared over a
decade earlier, provides less specific information. Developers are
instructed to hire a licensed engineer to mitigate future flooding through
measures such as setting structures back from the waterfront or
installing seawalls, but the document does not specify what level of sea-
level rise the develompment must be designed to withstand."
 
More in Treasure Island: "The developer has proposed a complex and
costly strategy to ward off flooding: Raise the land so that all new
buildings sit at least three feet above the current 100-year flood level,
raise the berm outlining the 400-acre island to withstand 16 inches of
sea-level rise, leave enough room to add levees in the future and tax
residents to create a fund to pay for all this."
 
Thanks,
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 12:11 pm
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


If it’s okay with you, I’d prefer the quote say: “Our 100-year storm
surge is much lower than in places that are subject to hurricanes.” I also
said something along those lines, and my intent was to provide a
broader perspective of SF’s coastal flood hazard both now and in the
future relative to other coastal communities that have major flood
hazard problems, such as New Orleans. I don’t think we discussed
specific flood elevations or how the SFPUC SLR maps were developed
during the interview. However, if you want to quote a “storm surge”
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number, please use “Our 100-year storm surge is only around two to
four feet depending on location.”
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 10:27 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Thank you for your detailed response. I will share this with the
rest of our team and make sure we acknowledge that these
figures represent huge simplifications. 
 
If I end up using the following quote from you, do you want me
to adjust the two feet? 
 
"We have a relatively easy problem. We don’t have areas that
are below sea level. We have steep topography even along most
of our shorelines. Our 100-year storm surge is only around two
feet. Not that it’s trivial, but it’s feasible to construct projects
even in areas that are vulnerable in a way that mitigates risk."


Winnie
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 10:24 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
I’m sorry, but I don’t think there’s a simple answer to your
question. Table A3-1 in the SLR Guidance is taken from the
Adapting to Rising Tides project, and represents various sea
level rise and flooding scenarios on the Alameda County
shoreline. Both the SFPUC SLR maps and the SLR guidance
document use the term “100-year storm surge” as a
shorthand for the combination of factors that contribute to
coastal flooding. Flood hazard mapping is based on complex
hydrodynamic and statistical models that consider many
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factors in addition to storm surge (e.g. tides, wave run-up,
near-shore bathymetry, shoreline topography). The resulting
modeled/predicted (not to mention actual) 100-year flood
elevations vary based on shoreline location. So in addition to
being a shorthand, the 42” “100-year storm surge” shown in
Table A3-1 is also a generalization. The modeling data and
assumptions used to develop the SFPUC SLR inundation maps
for SF’s Bayside shoreline are discussed in sections 3 and 4 of
the SFPUC Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level
Rise Mapping Technical Memorandum (attached).
 
The bottom line is that SFPUC’s 2014 sea level rise inundation
maps are the best available information for predicting future
flood hazard areas in San Francisco at this time. As such, the
Planning Department is using these maps for CEQA review of
projects and plans in areas that could be subject to an
increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise.
 
BTW: The final SLR guidance was adopted in September (the
link in your email is to the draft).
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:23 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Hi Chris,
 
It was great to talk with you today and get a clear
picture of how the CEQA process works for sea-level-
rise-related flooding. 
 
I want to make sure I'm not getting the average storm
surge number wrong. I'm looking at the matrix on p.32
of the city's new SLR guidance document. It looks like
a 100-year storm would add 42 inches. Am I missing
something important? 
 
Thanks,
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year



http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org

http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/Agenda-Item-4-SLR-Guidance-DRAFT.pdf





From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Tue, February 24, 2015 9:03 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
Does 4:00 today work for you?
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:39 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Simi, Gina (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Dear Chris,
 
I'm a journalist with the San Francisco Public
Press working on a project about sea-level rise
and development in the Bay Area. I have
spokes with AnMarie Rodgers and David
Alumbaugh and have gotten some great
information about the Planning Department's
general approach to this issue, but I had a few
specific questions about how department staff
evaluate sea-level rise risk and preparedness
during the CEQA process that neither of them
were comfortable talking about in detail.
AnMarie suggested that you would be the best
person to answer these questions. Do you
have time any day this week for a brief phone
interview? (Today or tomorrow is best for me
but later also works.) Scheduling will be a bit
tougher starting next week as I will be in
Japan for about a month--though not
impossible. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: Citywide 5-year
From: "Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)"
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>
Date: Mon, February 23, 2015 1:02
pm
To: "info@winifredbird.com"



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org

mailto:anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org

mailto:info@winifredbird.com





<info@winifredbird.com>
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>, "Alumbaugh,
David (CPC)"
<david.alumbaugh@sfgov.org>, "Simi,
Gina (CPC)" <gina.simi@sfgov.org>


Hi Winnie,
 
Here’s the Department’s 5-year
plan for our policy planning
group.  We call that group the
“Citywide Policy” Section.  If
you have any questions about
this document, pls ask Gil
Kelley or David Alumbaugh. 
For more info about CEQA
review & private development,
pls contact Chris Kern. David,
Chris, and Gina are cc’d above.
 
Cheers,
 
 
AnMarie Rodgers 
Senior Policy Advisor
 
Planning Department│City and County of San
Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6395│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: anmarie@sfgov.org
Web: http://www.sf-
planning.org/Legislative.Affairs
Property Info Map:
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


            
 



mailto:info@winifredbird.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:david.alumbaugh@sfgov.org

mailto:gina.simi@sfgov.org

mailto:anmarie@sfgov.org

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2832
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https://www.facebook.com/sfplanningdept
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:00:00 PM
Attachments: MBSo._SignageMasterPlan_6.27.00.pdf


image001.png


PS – here is the Signage MP that I will refer to when we talk though the proposal.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Catherine –
 
Thanks for hopping on today to talk signage. I’m very excited about our project’s potential to raise
the bar on this front.
 
We ran out of time before I mentioned this, but I wanted to run one other question by you. The
team of designers working on our Sales Center (TI at 500 TFB, ground floor) has started to inquire
about artistic window dressing . This is definitely not signage, but could – depending on design
development and/or City and landlord direction – include images or text, so I mentioned to the
group that I’d like to run some of the ideas by you.
 
Attaching two slides showing the current thinking, and comps in Mission Bay. What do you think
about our desire to do something similar for this temporary installation? We want to create
something that yields the appropriate amount of attention and excitement from passers-by, but
nothing that generates a community dialogue that could impact our signage program approval for
 the permanent project.  
 
If you’d prefer to chat by phone you can reach me at 202-230-2642.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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Purpose of the
Sign age Master Plan



The purpose of the Signage Master Plan is to provide a framework for the
provision of visual informatio,n that assists, directs, informs, and identifies in
order to serve residents, visitors, and tenants in the Mission Bay South Plan
Area. This Signage Master F)lan provides standards for the type, placement,
size, height, and content for the signs in the South Plan Area.



The Redevelopment Agency (RDA) shall review and approve the schematic
design/location of proposed private signs in conjunction with the schematic
design plans for each individual project. This requirement is consistent with
the Mission Bay South Desigln Review and Document Approval Procedure.



A comprehensive commercial signage program shall be submitted to the
RDA for approval prior to installation of any signs. The intent of the
comprehensive signage program is to encourage the use of materials and
colors that compliment the building materials and scale while identifying the
tenant.



Project proponents are enc:ouraged to design signs of a unique and
sophisticated nature, which will highlight their identity while contributing to an
overall high quality appearanl:e for Mission Bay. Signs should be artful and
sculptural in form, and incorporate high quality materials that compliment the
specific project. Signs that are unique, innovative, and compatible with the
pedestrian experience are wE~lcomed and encouraged.
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Signs shall conform to the following standards:



A. Standard regulatory or street signage shall be mounted to light
standards or sign frames conforming to Department of Parking and
traffic (OPT) and Department of Public Works (DWP) standards. The
goal of this Master Plan is to consolidate public signage whenever



possible.



B Signs shall be mountE~d with fasteners or bands conforming to the
OPT and OPW standards.
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Commercial/Industrial Uses



A. Signs shall conform to the following standards:



Signs for commercial industrial uses shall be limited to business
identification (business sign). The maximum sign area allowed per
parcel shall be 3 square feet for each linear foot of business frontage
on a street or a maximum of 300 square feet whichever is less. The
cumulative total signage area shall not exceed the above limitation.



B. Specific types of signs; shall conform to the following standards:



1. Wall signs. The lowest edge of a wall sign shall be located



above the ground floor windows or 15 feet above the sidewalk,
whichever is greater. The upper edge of a wall sign shall not
be higher than .50 percent of the base height of the building.



Wall signs more than 15 feet above the sidewalk shall be well
integrated with the buildings architectural design and shall be
located within 5 feet of changes in both the vertical and
horizontal building wall planes. This requirement is established
to ensure that the sign is not located in the middle of a flat wall



plane.



The recommen(jed maximum letter size shall not exceed 36
inches in height. No more than two wall signs are permitted
per street frontage. Variations to deviate from this
recommendation shall be evaluated at the schematic design
stage based on overall building integration.



Freestanding signs. One freestanding signs is allowed where
the building is set back from the street property line. Signs
may be double-faced. The maximum area of each sign face,
independent of the supporting structure shall be 40 sq uare feet
with a maximum of two faces at 80 square feet. The maximum
height of the sign shall be 25 feet.



2.
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Signage Regulations for



Commercial/Industrial Uses



3.



Fin signs. The number of fin signs shall not exceed one per
business on street frontage. This type of signage shall only be
permitted when the design is intergrated with the building
design. The lower edge of fin signs shall be not less than
twelve feet above the sidewalk, the upper edge shall be no
higher than the lower window sill of the first residential floor if
within a residential district, otherwise may not exceed 50% of
the height of the buildings, and shall not extend more than half
the distance from the building to the curb or eight feet,
whichever is less. The total area per face of each sign shall
not exceed twenty-five square feet.



4. Awning signs. Signs on awnings shall not exceed 50 percent
of the area of the vertical face of the awning. Letters shall be
no higher than 12 inches.



5. Nameplates. Nameplates may not exceed 2 square feet per
business.



6.



Directional siglnage. Signs for the purpose of directing
vehicle traffic and pedestrian movement may be allowed at



appropriate project access points. The number, size, height,
and content of directional signs shall be subject to approval of



SFRA on a casE~-by-case basis.
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Sign age Regulations



Residential Uses



A. Signs shall conform to the following standards:



1 Residential uses shall be limited to residential identification



signs only.



2 On 3rd and 4th Streets, each parcel is limited to a maximum of
20 square feet of sign area with no individual sign exceeding
10 square feet.



3 On other streets, each parcel shall be limited to a maximum of
15 square feet of sign area with no individual sign exceeding
5 square feet.



B Specific types of signs shall conform to the following standards:



1. Nameplates. Nameplates shall be limited to the name and
address of the building. Each address shall be allowed two
plaques with a maximum of 5 square feet each.



2.



Wall signs. Signs shall not be higher than the lowest
windowsill on the first floor.



3. Awning signs. Sign area shall not exceed 50 percent of the
area of the vertical face of the awning. Letters shall not
exceed 12 inches in height.
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Signage Regulations



Hotel District



A Signs shall conform to the following standards:



Signs in the Mission Bay Hotel District shall be limited to hotel and
retail identification, business and directional signs. The maximum
sign area allowed for all signs shall be 3 square feet of street frontage
not to exceed 800 square feet. The total area of signage on any
single street shall not be more than four square feet per linear foot of
street frontage not to exceed the total gross area as identified above.



B Specific types of signs



1. Wall signs. The lowest edge of a wall sign shall be located
above the ground floor windows or 15 feet above the sidewalk,
whichever is greater. The upper edge of a wall sign shall not
be higher than 50 percent of the base height of the building.



Wall signs more than 15 feet above the sidewalk shall be well
integrated with the buildings architectural design and shall be
located within 5 feet of changes in both the vertical and
horizontal building wall planes. This requirement is established
to ensure that the sign is not located in the middle of a flat wall



plane.



2.



Fin signs. The number of fin signs shall not exceed one per
business on street frontage. The lower edge of any fin sign
shall not be less than 12 feet above the sidewalk. Signs shall
not extend more than half the distance from the building to the
adjacent street curb or 8 feet, whichever is less. The total area
per face of each sign shall not exceed 50 square feet.



3.



Awning signs. Sign area shall not exceed 50 percent of the
area of the vertical face of the awning. Letters shall not
exceed 12 inches in height.



4. Freestanding signs. One freestanding sign is allowed where
the building is set back from the street property line. Signs
may be double-faced. The maximum area of each sign face,
independent of the supporting structure shall be 50 square feet
for a total of 100 square feet. The maximum height of the sign
shall not exceed 40 feet.
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Hotel District



5.



Marquee signs. Each face may not exceed 100 square feet.
Letters may not exceed a height of 12 inches.



6. Window signs. The area of a window sign shall not exceed
30 percent of the window area in which the sign is located or
10 square feet, whichever is less.



7. Nameplates. Nameplates may not exceed 2 square feet per
business.



8. Directional signage. Signs for the purpose of directing
vehicle traffic and pedestrian movement may be allowed at
appropriate project access points. The number, size, height,
and content of directional signs shall be subject to approval of
SFRA on a case-by-case basis.



c Retail uses fronting on (P3) open space area.



Signs for retail uses in the Mission Bay Hotel District that front on the
adjacent public open space shall be limited to business signage. The
maximum sign area allowed for each business shall be 1 square feet
for each linear foot of business frontage on a public open space or 75
square feet whichever is less.



D Specific types of signs shall conform to the following standards:



1.



Wall signs. The lowest edge of a wall sign shall be above the
ground floor storefront or 8 feet above the sidewalk, whichever



is greater.



For business frontages up to 25 feet in width, wall signs shall
be centered within the middle 75 percent of the frontage. For
business frontages exceeding 25 feet in length, wall signs shall
be centered within the middle 50 percent of the frontage.



2. Fin signs. The number of fin signs shall not exceed one per
business on public open space frontage. The lower edge of
any fin sign shall not be less than 8 feet above the sidewalk.
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Hotel District



The upper edge shall be 25 feet, whichever is less. Signs shall
not extend more than 3 feet from the building. The total area
per face of each sign shall not exceed 20 square feet.



3.



Awning signs. Signs on awnings shall not exceed 30 percent
of the area of the vertical face of the awning. Letters shall be
no higher than 12 inches.



4. Window signs. The area of a window sign shall not exceed
20 percent of the window area in which the sign is located or
6 square feet, whichever is less.



5.



Nameplates. Nameplates may not exceed 2 square feet per
business.
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Mixed Use Retail



A. Signage for retail uses shall be limited to identification signage and
business signage. The total area allowed for signage shall be the
combined total of these types. However, the total gross area of all
signage is limited to two square feet of signage per linear foot of
street building frontage. Signage implementation shall be located by
an area determined by the frontage of each use.



B Signage implementation shall conform to the following locations and
area limitations.



1. Window signs. The total area of all window signs shall be not
more than one-third the area of the window in which they are
located, or not more than ten square feet, whichever is less.



2.



Wall signs. The lower edge of wall signs shall be above the
ground floor storefront or ten feet above the sidewalk,
whichever is greater and the upper edge of such signage shall
be no higher than the lower windowsill of the first residential
floor. Wall signs should not be continuous along a parcel;
each individual business should have a separate sign. For
business frontages up to 25 feet in length, wall signs are
permitted for 100% of the frontage. For business frontage
exceeding 25 feet in length, wall signs are permitted for up to
75% of the frontage.



3. Fin signs. The number of fin signs shall not exceed one per
business on street frontage. The lower edge of fin signs shall
be not less than twelve feet above the sidewalk, the upper
edge shall be no higher than the lower window sill of the first
residential floor if within a residential district, otherwise may not
exceed 50% of the height of the buildings, and shall not extend
more than half the distance from the building to the curb or
eight feet, whichever is less. The total area per face of each
sign shall not exceed twenty-five feet.



4. Awning signage. Signage shall be allowed on awnings not
exceeding 50% of the area of the vertical face of the awning
with no letters higher than 12".
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Mixed Use Retail



5.



Freestanding signage. One freestanding sign is permitted
within the Commercial/Industrial/Retail designation where the
building is set back from the property line. Freestanding signs
may consist of graphics on a tower where the area of graphics
independent of the supporting structure shall be no more than
twenty square feet, and the tower may be no more than forty
feet high.



6.



Nameplates not to exceed two (2) square feet per business
shall be permitted.



10South Plan Area Sign age Master Plan Page











Temporary Signage



Temporary Signs Within
Any Land Use District



A Temporary signs shall conform to the following standards: Temporary
signs may be used to identify; 1) buildings under construction, 2)
future tenants/businesses, 3) the initial marketing/sale/leasing of
buildings and tenant spaces, and 4) the overall marketing of the
Mission Bay project. Given the complexities of the timing typically
associated with the signage types identified under B1, 2, 3, it is
encouraged that consolidation of a signage be considered on each
development site.



B. Specific types of signs shall conform to the following



1. Building constructions signs: Temporary construction signs
providing the names of the architects, engineers, and
contractors working on the site are allowed subject to the



following:



One sign per street frontage not to exceed 100 square
feet with a maximum height of 15 feet.



a



b. Signs shall be removed upon first occupancy of the



property.



2. Future tenant/business signs: Temporary future
tenant/business identification signs that provide information
about the future use of a property are allowed subject to the



following:



One sign per business per street frontagea



b Signs shall not exceed a maximum of 50 square feet
and 10 feet in height.



Signs shall be removed upon occupancy of the property
or tenant space.



c.
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Temporary Signs Within
Any Land Use District



3. Initial marketing/sale/leasing signs: Temporary signs
regarding the initial marketing, sale, or lease of a property or
tenant space are allowed subject to the following.



a One sign per business or tenant space per street



frontage.



b. Signs shall not exceed a maximum of 50 square feet
and 10 feet in height.



Signs shall be removed upon sale, lease, or occupancy
of the property or tenant space.



c.



4. Mission Bay project marketing signs: Temporary signs
providing general and marketing information regarding the
overall Mission Bay project are allowed subject to the following:



Up to 3 signs may be allowed at each major access
point to the project area. A maximum of 12 signs may
be allowed at one time.



a.



b Three signs may be allowed with a maximum area of
200 square feet each and a height of 20 feet. Nine
signs may be allowed with a maximum area of 100
square feet each and a height of 15 feet.



Specific locations of signs and the time periods for
which they may be displayed shall be subject to the
approval of a Marketing Sign Program which may be
amended from time to time to accommodate necessary
changes as the overall project proceeds through
various phases.



c
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Prohibited Signs



The following signs are not allowed in any land use district:



A. Animated and moving signs.



B Billboards and other general advertising signs,



Co Inflatable signs.



D. Portable signs.



E Roof signs.



F Miscellaneous signage mediums, including balloons, high intensity
beam lights, ribbons, tinsel, small flags, pennants, streamers,
spinners, metal disks, pinwheels, wind signs, or other similar devices
designed to move in the wind.



G. Flashing signs



H Signs in the public right-of-way except as integrated in MUNI or
Department of Public Works (DPW) street furnishings.
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Definitions



Area (of a sign)



A. All Signs Except on Windows, Awnings and Marquees



The area of a sign shall be the area within a single continuous
rectangular perimeter formed by extending lines around the
extreme limits of writing, representation, emblem, or any figure
of similar character, including any frame, material, or color form
used either as an integral part of the display or to differentiate
such sign from the background against which it is placed. This
area excludes the necessary supports or uprights on which
such sign is placed and any sign tower. Where a sign has two
or more faces, the area of each face shall be deemed separate
in determining the area of the sign. In such cases, the area of
the sign is defined by the area of one face.



B. Windows
The area of a sign displayed in or on a window shall be the
area within a single continuous rectangular perimeter formed
by extending lines around the extreme limits of writing,
representation, or any figure of similar character depicted on
the surface of the window.



c. On Awnings or Sign Marquees
The area of a sign displayed on an awning or sign marquee
shall be the area within a rectangular perimeter formed by
extending lines around the extreme limits of writing,
representation, or any figure of similar character depicted on



the surface of the face of the awning or marquee.



Awning
A light roof-like structure supported entirely by the exterior wall of a building,
consisting of a fixed removable frame covered with cloth, plastic, glass, or
metal, extending over doors, windows, or show windows with the purpose of
providing protection from the sun and rain and/or embellishment of the



facade.
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Definition s



Building Constructions Sign
A sign which states the name of the developer and contractor(s) working on
the site and any related engineering, architectural, or financial firms involved
with the project.



Business Sign
A sign that directs attention to a business, commodity, service, industry or
other activity which is sold, offered, or conducted, other than incidentally, on
the premises upon which such sign is located, or to which it is affixed. Where
a number of commodities with different brand names or symbols are sold on
the premises, up to one third of the area of a business sign, may be devoted
to the advertising of one or more of those commodities by brand name or
symbol as an accessory function of the business sign, provided that such



advertising is integrated with the remainder of the business sign.



Fin Sign
A sign that is perpendicular to the wall to which it is attached



Freestanding Sign
A sign which is in no part supported by a building



Future tenant/business sign
A temporary sign that identifies the names of future businesses that will



occupy a site or structure.



Height (of a sign)
The vertical distance from the uppermost point used in measuring the area
of a sign, as defined above, to the ground immediately below such point.



Marquee
A permanent structure attached to and supported entirely by a building,
including any object or decoration attached to or part of the marquee.
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Definition s



Nameplate
A sign affixed flat against a wall of a building and serving to designate only
the name or the name and professional occupation of a person or persons
residing in or occupying space in such building.



Projecting Sign
A sign which extends beyond a street property line or building setback line



Projection
The horizontal distance by which the furthermost point used in measuring the
area of a sign, as defined herein, extends beyond a street property line or a



building setback line. A sign placed flat against a wall of a building parallel
to a street or alley shall not be deemed to project for purposes of this
definition. A sign on an awning, canopy or marquee shall be deemed to
project to the extent that such sign extends beyond a street property line or
a building setback line.



Property Line
A line separating private property from public rights-of-way and from adjacent



property.



Roofline
The upper edge of any building wall or parapet, exclusive of any sign tower.



Roof Sign
A sign or any portion thereof erected or painted on or over the roof covering
any portion of a building, either supported by the roof, an independent
structural frame or a sign tower. Also included are any signs located on the
roof of a penthouse, roof tank, roof shed, elevator housing or other roof
structure.
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Definitions



Sign
A structure, part thereof, device, or inscription which is located upon,



attached to, painted, projected, or represented on any land or right-of-way,
or on the outside of any building or structure including an awning, canopy,



marquee or similar appendage. Also, any structure affixed to or visible



through the glass on the outside or inside of a window so as to be seen from
the outside of the building, and which displays or includes any numeral,



letter, work, model, banner, emblem, insignia, symbol, device, light,
trademark, used as an announcement, advertisement, attention-arrester,
direction, warning, or designation by or of any person, firm, group,



organization, place, commodity, product, service, business, profession,
enterprise or industry. A "sign" is composed of those elements included in



the area of the sign as defined herein, exclusive of the supports, uprights
and framework of the display. Two or more faces shall be deemed to be a
single sign if such faces are contiguous in the same plane. Also, on awnings
or marquees, two or more faces shall be deemed to be a single sign if such
faces are on the same awning or marquee structure.



Sign Tower
A tower, whether attached to a building, freestanding, or an integral part of
a building, which is erected for the primary purpose of incorporating a sign,
or having a sign attached thereto.



Street Frontage
Frontage shall be calculated based on public street frontage; however in the
case where a lot/parcel has frontage on a private street, then signage area
calculations shall be based upon private street frontage. No circumstance
shall a lot/parcel calculate signage area from both frontage on both public



and private streets.



Wall Sign
A sign painted directly on the wall or placed flat against a building wall with
its copy parallel to the wall to which it is attached and not protruding more



than the thickness of the sign cabinet.
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Definitions



Wind Sign
A sign composed of two or more banners, flags, or other objects, mounted
serially and fastened in such a manner as to move upon being subjected to
pressure by wind or breeze.



Window Sign
A sign painted directly on the surface of a window glass or placed in front of
or directly behind the surface of a window glass.



Temporary Sign
An identification sign used for the purpose of construction and leasing. To
be removed at the completion of work and leasing of premise.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:35:00 AM


I left a VM to talk with her later and to ask that they not release a story until after the CAC to avoid
surprising the neighbors.


Did Laura send over a revised PPT yet?  When she does, could I take a look so that I'm prepared as you
are ditching me. :)


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons


I asked her to include that information, it should be in the revised ppt.  Also, what did we decide to do
about the press person?


Sent from my iPhone


> On Apr 8, 2015, at 11:27 AM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> I looked at the PPT.  Are you going to have them include anything that talks about hours of
operation, days/week, etc?  Or is the idea to get feedback from the community on the concept first and
then come back with more details?
>
> Thanks
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County
> of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 4:25 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
>
> I’m enclosing preliminary proposal Carlos gave MBDG, as well as the very beginning of a presentation
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that I’m working on with him. It is incomplete and has yet to be illustrated, but I wanted to show you
where we are going. The first page shows the location of the proposed project adjacent to the soccer
field. I’m pulling together more information still. Operating hours would begin with lunch and when the
soccer field is open and possibly expand. He would like to build up to 10 food trucks, but will probably
start with fewer.
>
> I’ll continue to flesh this out, but please let me know when you’re ready for a preliminary discussion.
Also, if there is specific information you need, that would be helpful for me to know as well.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Laura
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:30 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Sorry I meant a call for Thursday.
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:28 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Sounds great, Lila. Unfortunately, I have limited availability tomorrow except between 1.15 and
4.15pm. Thursday looks wide open though.
> I’ll send over materials when I have them.
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:26 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Laura,
>
> It would be great if you get us some materials tomorrow, so that we can get more information on
Carlos’ concept for Mission Bay.   We still want to do a call with you tomorrow about this issue before
releasing the agenda.  I’ll confirm a time with Catherine.
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure One South Van Ness,
> 5th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 12:11 PM
> To: Wray, Erica; Hussain, Lila (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
>
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> I’ll send out a calendar invite for next Thursday to discuss a larger strategy for interim use on
P12/P13/P15. Thank you for making the time.
>
> Lila, if there are any other documents (aside from the SOC Development Plan) that you would like us
to review in terms of the approval parameters/process, please let us know. I believe the Port granted
the Giants a temporary use permit for the Yard. We can do more research if you think that will be
helpful. I imagine that the process/requirements would be different for this project because of the
ownership/jurisdiction/status of P13 is quite different from Lot A.
>
> Regarding the StrEat Food Park, my understanding is that after we received the letter from Tiffany
authorizing this interim use (similar to Nomad and the soccer field), Carlos would get the specific
permits for his business/build-out with the Health Department etc directly. He is familiar with this
process since he pioneered it in Soma.
>
> If OCII is open to considering this use, Carlos is available to present next Thursday. The plan would
be to speak on a very broad level about what he’s done in Soma and how this would translate to
Mission Bay. He’s very interested in learning more about what this community would want to see
incorporated into a space like his. I can try to get you some materials by tomorrow if you are still open
to talking about it this Thursday morning.
>
> Cheers,
> Laura
>
>
>
>
> From: Wray, Erica
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 10:34 AM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
>
> I thought I'd respond on this.  The pertinent language in 302.7 (Mission Bay South Open Space)
states as follows:  "Only recreational uses and uses accessory to and supportive of recreational use are
permitted in this district including, but not limited to, accessory parking, kiosks and pushcarts..."  The
"including but not limited to" language indicates that kiosks and pushcarts are examples of recreational
uses - not an exhaustive list of recreational uses.  Similar to the soccer use (again, not explicitly
referenced but clearly a recreational use), we'd simply need to have the Agency approve of the food
truck use under 303.3.B (Interim Uses). The first sentence in that section states that "Interim Uses of
over ninety (90) days may be authorized for an initial time period to be determined by the Executive
Director of the Agency not to exceed fifteen (15) years, upon a determination by the Executive Director
that the authorized uses will not impede the orderly development of the Plan Area as contemplated by
this Plan."
>
> Erica
>
> Erica E. Wray
> COO & General Counsel
> Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
> 410 China Basin St., San Francisco, CA 94158 Direct (415) 355-6623
> Cell (650) 867-7525 Fax (415) 355-6666
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 5:43 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
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>
> Laura,
>
> Before we confirm Carlos’ attendance with the Soma StrEat Food did you have a chance to look over
the allowed interim uses of the Redevelopment Plan for the Open Space parcels?  I don’t think Food
Trucks were considered as an allowed interim use but rather kiosks and push carts, but do you mind
double checking it?  Perhaps there is some room for interpretation.  It might be helpful to research \how
the Port was able to do the Yard set up over an open space parcel use or what sort of special findings
were made to permit the use.
>
> Catherine and I are available to meet next Thursday at 2:30pm to discuss the bigger picture of
Interim Uses for the parks.  I think as part of your proposals,  it would be helpful to see how they
comply with the uses within the Redevelopment Plan.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 2:43 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
> Hope your weeks are off to a great start.
> I’m following up to see if either or both of you are available for 1) A phone call Thursday morning to
talk about the food truck park we’re proposing next to the soccer field and 2) an in-person meeting
next week of April 6 to take a big picture look at interim use for P12-P13-P15. For the in person
meeting, we have these times available currently:  Monday 4/6 -  before 11:30 or after 2; Tuesday 4/7
before 3:30pm; Thursday, 4/9 2:30 until the CAC meeting. Does anything work in those time frames?
>
> As I mentioned I’d like to introduce the food truck park idea again with the CAC. We mentioned it
briefly when talking about the soccer field, but now that we have a potential tenant and a clear
precedent project we can be more concrete.  Carlos Muela, the founder of Soma StrEat Food Park, has
offered to come to the CAC meeting as well, if appropriate. What do you think about putting us on the
agenda?
>
> Thanks,
> Laura
>
> From: Tepper, Laura
> Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:39 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
> I think we’ll need an in person meeting to really look at the overall plan including visuals. It would be
great if you and Catherine could both attend. It sounds like we’ll have to look at the week of April 6.
Can you propose some possible times?
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>
> We could do a call just about the StrEat Food Park on Thursday morning if you’re amenable to that.
It would be great to get the ball rolling with that.  I think it would be a great complement to the soccer
field when that gets up and running, and it seems like there’s interest in the community for an active,
gathering place of that kind. It could be relatively short call. I’d like to see if we can bring Carlos Muela
to the CAC in the near future to introduce the project. Because of his work founding SoMa StrEat Food,
he has quite a bit of experience with community engagement.
>
> Thanks,
> Laura
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:21 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> I cannot do an in person meeting on Thursday, do you mind if we do it by phone?
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 6:09 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila – Can you meet at 10am at MBDG on Thursday? If not, let’s plan for 9.30am, but Luke may
not be able to join us.
>
> We’d specifically like to talk about:
>
> 1)      A food truck park adjacent to the soccer field at P13 (we mentioned this briefly at the CAC
previously). This project would potentially be lead by Carlos Muela, founder of Soma StrEat Food
Park<http://somastreatfoodpark.com/>. This is the City’s first permanent food truck park and has
transformed a vacant lot into vibrant gathering space for all types of people, age groups and events –
both private and public.
>
> 2)      A more comprehensive strategy for interim use at P12-P13-P15, including the structure for a
possible RFP
>
> 3)      Permitting and approvals process for interim uses in general
>
> I’ll work to send you some materials in advance to review. Let me know if you have any questions in
the meantime and what will work best for you scheduling-wise.
>
> Thanks and have a great evening,
>
> Laura
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 1:13 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Laura,
>
> Catherine is at an off-site meeting through Thursday working on Warriors items, so next week would
be better.  April 1st is starting to look bad , I can do it if it is between 11-12:00pm.  How does 9:30am
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on Thursday look for you? Alternatively, we will look at times for 4/6 as well.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 5:50 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila, Just confirming that you mean next week (starting 3/30) rather than this week. That
Wednesday (4/1) we could meet sometime between 1:30-3:30, but not too much later. Thursday, 4/2,
also looks really open for us except between 1 and 2pm. If neither of those days works, perhaps we
can look at Monday, 4/6?
>
> I’m adding Erica to the thread with the hope that she’ll be able to join us.
>
> I will certainly plan on sending you material to review in advance.
>
> Thanks ,
> Laura
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:49 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Laura,
>
> I have time late Wed afternoon.  Catherine is pretty swamped with Warriors EIR and design review
stuff, but I will see if she can make a call. Alternatively, if you wanted to shoot over some of the interim
ideas for the commons in advance that would be great.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:44 PM
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> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
> Subject: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
>
> Thank you so much for getting the approval letter signed for the P13 soccer field. We’re thrilled to be
putting that project in motion finally.
> Now that we’re gaining momentum, we’d like to set up a time to brainstorm with you about the
bigger vision for interim use on P12, P13, and P15. We have some ideas we’d like to share and
questions to ask.
>
> We saw a number of CAC regulars at The Yard opening festivities last week, and there seems to be a
lot of enthusiasm for getting some similar activity elsewhere in Mission Bay.
>
> Could we set up a time to talk in person next week? We have some flexibility on our end most days
except for Tuesday. It would be great to be able to bring some ideas to the next CAC meeting on April
9.  Please let us know about your availability.
>
> Hope everybody’s week is off to a great start.
>
> Cheers,
>
>
> Laura Tepper
> Consulting Project Manager
> Mission Bay Development Group
> office: (415) 355-6607
> mobile: (213) 447-3037
>
>
>
> <MissionBayStrEatFoodPark-Proposal small.pdf>
> <150331 StreEat Food Presentation - draft.pdf>








From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 5:37:42 PM


Paul,
Responses are below in red.
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20.


·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site. Thanks.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing? Correct)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know
the height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication? We are targeting submission of the BC/SD packages for the OCII and Planning
Commissions which are tentatively scheduled for mid-May through early June. Let us know if
there is particular information you need before DSEIR publication and we can do our best to
produce it in advance.


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well? Below is a link to the West Side
CAC presentation from last night in which several renderings were presented. Between this
set and the December ones of the East Side, we should have sufficient renderings for use in
the DSEIR.
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A file has been sent to you via Hightail - the best way to send, share, and store your files. Try it
now.


Download the file - 15 0409 GSW WEST SIDE CAC Pfau Long AE3 - with credits.pdf


Your file will expire after 7 days or 100 downloads.


 
 
 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
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Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
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Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
 3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


 3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


 3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


 3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


 3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


 3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


 3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the







previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA







format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


 3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


 3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including







level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


      
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
 6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


 6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


 6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


 6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare







renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Warriors" Presentation
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 11:41:03 AM


Hi Catherine—
 
When you get a chance, could I get a copy of the Warriors’ presentation from last night’s CAC
meeting?  There is a lot of interest here about it.
 
Thanks—
 
Kevin
 
 
 
Kevin Beauchamp, AICP
Director of Physical Planning
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286
(415) 476-4238
kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu
www.ucsf.edu/LRDP
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From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:58:17 AM
Attachments: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour invitation.jpg
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Catherine
 
I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the loop on this and
happy to check in with you if you would like.
 
Thanks
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Hi Adam
 
Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth day
announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to announce the warriors
going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have gone on about it but wanted to check
in with you too.
 
Thanks,
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756
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SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 



http://sfenvironment.org/

http://www.facebook.com/SFEnvironment

http://www.sfenvironment.org/news/newsletters

http://twitter.com/sfenvironment





 
Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
debbie.raphael@sfgov.org
(415) 355-3701
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From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:45:57 AM
Attachments: image001.png


That’s great, I’ve been trying to reach out to Gail Hunter with GSW to check in so still waiting to hear
back from her --
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Thanks! I am seeing the GSW today and will ask if there is any issue announcing this and/or
if there is any other exciting news such as this that would be appropriate to announce at the
same time.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)"
Date:04/07/2015 8:58 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Catherine
 
I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the loop on
this and happy to check in with you if you would like.
 
Thanks
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Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756
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Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Hi Adam
 
Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth day
announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to announce the
warriors going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have gone on about it but
wanted to check in with you too.
 
Thanks,
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
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Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
debbie.raphael@sfgov.org
(415) 355-3701
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From: Rich, Ken (ECN)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);


lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:00:50 AM


Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: José I. Farrán
To: "Clarke Miller"; "Luba Wyznyckyj"; "Paul Mitchell"; "Joyce Hsiao"; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); "Kate Aufhauser"; "Mary Murphy"; "David Kelly"
Subject: RE: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 3:34:21 PM


Clarke,
 
Here are the responses to your two questions:
 


        TDM – The DEIR document we plan to submit by the end of this month currently incorporates all of
Carli’s additions to the TDM component of the TMP as a mitigation measure.  Due to the tight
schedule we cannot wait until after April 20th for the list to be trimmed or finalized.  If the sponsor
would like to see any of the measures moved to the TMP, please let us know by this Wednesday 4/15.
 


        16th St – At this time we have no time to work with your team to develop the details of the 16th St
design.  The DEIR document to be submitted this month will maintain the location and dimensions of
the transit and passenger loading/ unloading areas but will increase, at the request of OCII, the north
side sidewalk width to 15 ft. total (10 ft. sidewalk plus 5 ft. setback). Any additional setback beyond the
5 feet would be an improvement over the conditions identified in the EIR, and can be addressed in the
Response to Comment document on the Draft EIR.
 
Let us know 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: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:33 PM
To: Jose Farran (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Luba Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com)
Subject: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
 
CEQA team,
 
I understand from Catherine that you’re meeting later this afternoon to discuss some
transportation-related items. Two items to add to your list please:
 


1.      TDM: Carli Payne at MTA drafted revisions to the TDM measures that GSW has previously
endorsed. We’re reviewing those comments now. Since Adam has run point for the City on
TDM, we would like to review the list with him when he returns from his vacation on April
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20. Let us know if there are any implications to the CEQA schedule to address it then.


2.       16th St design: Catherine suggested a design meeting with Jose/Luba, MTA, F&P, OCII,


Planning, PUC, and our landscape architect (SWA Group) to review the 16th St. setback area.
The purpose of the meeting would be to review setback/sidewalk areas required for
circulation/queuing, stormwater management, and other program purposes (i.e., bicycle
valet). I’ll be on vacation next week, so I wanted to see if this design session could wait until


the week of April 20. If so, I’d propose we use part of the Wednesday April 22nd 1-3pm
CEQA meeting since it’s already on most of our calendars. Let us know if there are any
implications to the CEQA schedule to address it 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
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo 


(MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran; Eric Womeldorff
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:22:16 PM


Ricardos's concern at the meeting on March 25 was that a bicycle signal would take 
green time away from vehicles.


We will include whatever SFMTA determines is appropriate. Our traffic LOS analysis 
currently does not consider a bicycle signal.  If one is required, then we need to 
know pronto (like tomorrow), and also the signal timing specs. Please let us know 
who we should contact to coordinate the signal timing assumptions.


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


On Apr 8, 2015, at 2:12 PM, Sallaberry, Mike <Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com> wrote:


From my most recent look at the design, I think a traffic signal here would make sense. 
A bike signal may make also be needed depending on the exact design of the 
intersection, but adding a bike signal to a traffic signal is not necessarily a big deal as it 
would just add more signal heads to existing signal infrastructure.
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 
<image001.png> SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 04, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc 
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(renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose 
Farran
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Right.
The EIR will state that there will be bicycle turn boxes (we'll use the correct 
terminology) at TFB/16th, but will not specify that there will be bicycle signals.  
The intersection analysis does not assume a bicycle signal.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Apr 4, 2015, at 9:18 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


No worries Kate!  "Planning water" is always a little muddy on projects this 
complex given the amount of review and re-review, and recurring 
discussions.  It's just part of the process, and I promise it will get fully 
refined and clarified.  Mike and Ricardo's group will be able to look at the 
full intersection for both civil design and signal design to make sure the 
solution is safe and efficient for all modes.  I think your recollection sounds 
right, and I'm copying Luba to confirm that it was determined that there 
would be no bike signal during the work session.  


Thank You,


Erin 
_____________________________________________
Erin Miller Blankinship
Development & Transportation Integration


SFMTA Sustainable Streets Division
415-701-5490 o
415-971-7429 m
 
_____________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser <kaufhauser@warriors.com>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
To: Miller, Erin <erin.miller@sfmta.com>, Clarke Miller 
<cmiller@stradasf.com>, Sallaberry, Mike <mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
Cc: Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com>, Olea, Ricardo 
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<ricardo.olea@sfmta.com>, Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) 
<b.grandy@fehrandpeers.com>, Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com) 
<renc@jmisports.com>, Reilly, Catherine <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, 
Jacob Nguyen <jnguyen@bkf.com>


Sorry to further muddy the water, but I thought MTA direction during our 3/25 CEQA 
meeting was NOT to include bike signals on TFB, though we’d previously been planning 
to. Erin, can you huddle with Ricardo and Mike and confirm? We need to work the 
correct direction into our TMP revisions (currently underway).
 
Looking forward to discussing next week. I’m available Mon, Tues, or Wed.
 
Thanks all.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob 
Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we 
could schedule a call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a 
time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for 
the bicycle signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to 
help with the latter design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
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Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the 
coordination of bike route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify 
who best to work with for both engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new 
traffic and bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do 
need to advance the signal design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer 
of the infrastructure around our site) is able to design, permit, and construct the 
improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s construction. I understand 
MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached traffic signal 
phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South 


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best 
signaling approach for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of 
information to know if what’s attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its 
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analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting point it would be helpful to have a 
conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr & Peers, BKF (our civil 
engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design forward. It 
would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can 
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the 
appropriate MTA traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a 
conference call?
 
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: Sallaberry, Mike
To: "Clarke Miller"; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly,


Catherine (ADM); Olea, Ricardo (MTA); Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)


Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 5:00:33 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Clarke,
This week has been packed for me due to our group being short-staffed, and tomorrow I’ll be in a
deposition for an undetermined amount of time (hopefully not long, but it’s impossible to predict).
 
Can we meet next week? Wed 4/15 PM is wide open.
 
I think the signals on TFB will be fairly straightforward but the one at Illinois/TFB/Mariposa may get
complicated as we have an intersection of a two-way bikeway on the east side of TFB with a bike
route on Mariposa and a bike lane on each side of the street on Illinois St.
 
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
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
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And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
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While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Jacob Nguyen
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; Miller, Erin (MTA); Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Olea, Ricardo


(MTA); Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:33:29 PM


3-5pm on Weds 4/22 works for me also.


Thanks,
Jacob Nguyen, PE
Associate
BKF Engineers
408.315.9550 (c)


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:40 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com<mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>>
wrote:


The Wednesday 3-5pm slot works for me. Jacob and Bob, can you make it work too?
Clarke


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com]
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:31 PM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Clarke Miller; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Do either of these two times work:


Tues the 21st from 10:30-12
Wed the 22nd from 3-5pm.


Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision


<image001.png> 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<mailto:mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
www.sfmta.com<http://www.sfmta.com/>


FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK<http://www.facebook.com/pages/SFMTA-Livable-
Streets/129234557115666> OR TWITTER<https://twitter.com/#!/sfmta_muni>
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com<http://www.bayareabikeshare.com/>


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]<mailto:[mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]>
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:05 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
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Mike,
Clarke will be out of town next week. What about early in the week of 4/20?
Thanks,
Kate


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


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


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


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:58 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Clarke,
This week has been packed for me due to our group being short-staffed, and tomorrow I’ll be in a
deposition for an undetermined amount of time (hopefully not long, but it’s impossible to predict).


Can we meet next week? Wed 4/15 PM is wide open.


I think the signals on TFB will be fairly straightforward but the one at Illinois/TFB/Mariposa may get
complicated as we have an intersection of a two-way bikeway on the east side of TFB with a bike route
on Mariposa and a bike lane on each side of the street on Illinois St.


Thanks,
Mike


Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision


<image001.png> 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<mailto:mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
www.sfmta.com<http://www.sfmta.com/>


FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK<http://www.facebook.com/pages/SFMTA-Livable-
Streets/129234557115666> OR TWITTER<https://twitter.com/#!/sfmta_muni>
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com<http://www.bayareabikeshare.com/>


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
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Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com<mailto:mhayes@warriors.com>); Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>); Reilly, Catherine; Olea,
Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Erin, thanks for letting us know.


Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a call
with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.


And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter design?


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:cmiller@stradasf.com>


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com<mailto:mhayes@warriors.com>); Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>); Reilly, Catherine; Olea,
Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Clark,


I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.


Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?


Thank you,


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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com<mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com<mailto:mhayes@warriors.com>); Kate
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Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>); Reilly, Catherine; Olea,
Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com<mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com>); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com<mailto:renc@jmisports.com>)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Hi Erin,


While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and bicycle
signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal design
now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is able to
design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South
and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach for
Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s attached is
sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting point it would be
helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr & Peers, BKF (our civil
engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design forward. It would be helpful
to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can debate the appropriate bicycle
signals on the cycletrack too.


If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA traffic
signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?


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:cmiller@stradasf.com>


________________________________


Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity
to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to
intercept, read, print, retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this
communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and then please delete this
message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Emily Woods (woods@pfaulong.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Final PPT
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:43:06 PM


Hi Catherine,
Please see below for a link to the final pdf presentation from last night’s CAC. I’m copying Emily
from Pfau Long in case you encounter any difficulty, as well as Kate for her records.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


A file has been sent to you via Hightail - the best way to send, share, and store your files. Try it
now.


Download the file - 15 0409 GSW WEST SIDE CAC Pfau Long AE3 - with credits.pdf


Your file will expire after 7 days or 100 downloads.


 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Subject: Final PPT
 
Clarke – could you please send me the final PPT from last night, or confirm that it is the same one I
saw in the morning?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Sallaberry, Mike
To: "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo


(MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:15:35 PM
Attachments: image001.png


From my most recent look at the design, I think a traffic signal here would make sense. A bike signal
may make also be needed depending on the exact design of the intersection, but adding a bike
signal to a traffic signal is not necessarily a big deal as it would just add more signal heads to existing
signal infrastructure.
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 04, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com);
Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Right.
The EIR will state that there will be bicycle turn boxes (we'll use the correct terminology) at
TFB/16th, but will not specify that there will be bicycle signals.  The intersection analysis
does not assume a bicycle signal.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
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On Apr 4, 2015, at 9:18 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


No worries Kate!  "Planning water" is always a little muddy on projects this complex
given the amount of review and re-review, and recurring discussions.  It's just part of
the process, and I promise it will get fully refined and clarified.  Mike and Ricardo's
group will be able to look at the full intersection for both civil design and signal design
to make sure the solution is safe and efficient for all modes.  I think your recollection
sounds right, and I'm copying Luba to confirm that it was determined that there would
be no bike signal during the work session.  


Thank You,


Erin 
_____________________________________________
Erin Miller Blankinship
Development & Transportation Integration


SFMTA Sustainable Streets Division
415-701-5490 o
415-971-7429 m
 
_____________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser <kaufhauser@warriors.com>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
To: Miller, Erin <erin.miller@sfmta.com>, Clarke Miller <cmiller@stradasf.com>,
Sallaberry, Mike <mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
Cc: Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com>, Olea, Ricardo
<ricardo.olea@sfmta.com>, Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
<b.grandy@fehrandpeers.com>, Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
<renc@jmisports.com>, Reilly, Catherine <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, Jacob
Nguyen <jnguyen@bkf.com>


Sorry to further muddy the water, but I thought MTA direction during our 3/25 CEQA meeting was
NOT to include bike signals on TFB, though we’d previously been planning to. Erin, can you huddle
with Ricardo and Mike and confirm? We need to work the correct direction into our TMP revisions
(currently underway).
 
Looking forward to discussing next week. I’m available Mon, Tues, or Wed.
 
Thanks all.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
Erin Miller Blankinship 
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration
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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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Cc: PJ Johnston; "Theo Ellington"; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:00:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I realized I forgot to talk about this at the meeting.  I’m cc-ing some additional folks from the GSW
team.
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:46 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
That’s great, I’ve been trying to reach out to Gail Hunter with GSW to check in so still waiting to hear
back from her --
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Thanks! I am seeing the GSW today and will ask if there is any issue announcing this and/or
if there is any other exciting news such as this that would be appropriate to announce at the
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same time.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)"
Date:04/07/2015 8:58 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Catherine
 
I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the loop on
this and happy to check in with you if you would like.
 
Thanks
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Hi Adam
 
Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth day
announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to announce the
warriors going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have gone on about it but
wanted to check in with you too.
 
Thanks,
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment  
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1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
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Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
debbie.raphael@sfgov.org
(415) 355-3701
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49:22 AM


Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20. 


·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing?)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know the
height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication?


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well?


 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
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as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:Kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org





 
·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in


the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from







your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main







Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we







never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12







(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Joyce Hsiao
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Follow-up to Traffic Impact of Full GSW Transportation Strategy
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:31:02 PM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v5 Table.docx


City-Warriors Obligations - v5 List Reorganized.docx


All,
As a follow-up to yesterday's conference call regarding the City-Warriors obligations,
attached are 2 files:


1. Adam's list in tabular format with numbers and responses to questions
2. Adam's list re-organized (showing the numbering system from the first file),


that groups the items according in the following categories:


Items currently in the SEIR as part of the project or part of the
Muni Special Transit Service Plan.  These items are already
accounted for in the analysis
Items currently in the SEIR as part of other city projects or existing
city services for events
Items currently in the SEIR as Mitigation or Improvement Measures
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for the
Event Center impacts to be added to the SEIR
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for
overlapping events at the Event Center and AT&T park, to be
added to the SEIR


Please let us know if you have any additional questions. We can discuss these item
further next Weds if necessary.


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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			No.


			Measure


			Transportation-related Item?


			Currently in the TMP?


			Currently in the EIR analysis?


			Quantitative analysis for EIR possible?


			Notes/Questions





			A


			The City shall fund and provide:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1


			· Capital improvements, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1.1


			· Lengthening the T -Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			no changes to SB platform?





			a.1.2


			· Installing T -Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.3


			· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.4


			· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T -Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise 


			Yes


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)





			a.1.5


			· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a new improvement measure?





			a.1.6


			· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. 


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access.


			Done


			Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to Indiana St from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics? I suggest not because it is not clear that it is not needed.





			a.1.7


			· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of Terry Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project.


			Yes


			Not needed


			Yes


			Not necessary


			not an event center project description item.





			a.2


			· The Transit Service Plan, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.2.1a


a.2.1b


			· Increased service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes; The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.


			Done


			Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing?


If increased service is over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions this will require revisions to the analysis.  If so, what periods? What level of attendance?   





			a.2.2


			· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			a.2.3


			· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes, as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts.


			Done


			





			a.2.4


			· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.2.5


			· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trainscars and increased North Bay fFerry and bus service. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.3


			· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event centerarena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  


			Not necessary


			SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?





			a.4


			· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services


			Not necessary


			





			a.5


			· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP





			B


			The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


			


			


			


			


			





			b.1


			· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event centerarena 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, addressed in EIR Public Services section.


			Not necessary


			





			b.2


			· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			b.3


			· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event centerarena not already provided by the Warriors; 


			No


			Not necessary


			No, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control).


			


			Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


(see b.13)





			b.4.a











 


b.4.b


			· I	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street and , Terry Francois/South Street , Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description





· Install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa 


			Yes


			Partially


			Yes. New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure,


			Done


			Is Mariposa/Illinois now part of project description? Propose keeping as mitigation measure as is in the EIR.





			b.5


			· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. 


			Yes


			Not necessary


			Yes


			Done


			EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?





			b.6


			· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event centerarena;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.7


			· Coordinate office and event centerarena deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions 


			Yes


			No


			Yes


			No


			





			b.8


			· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.9


			· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; 


			Yes


			Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No. Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.





			b.10


			· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event centerarena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.11


			· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.12


			· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			





			b.13


			· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; 


			No


			Not needed


			EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


			No


			Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided.





			b.14


			· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.





			b.15


			· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Is this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?








			b.16


			· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.17


			· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.18


			· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event centerarena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			(Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


 Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


Why limit the number of spaces to 400? Shouldn’t it be related to the shortfall?





Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?











			C


			The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


			


			


			


			


			





			c.1


			· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  





			c.2


			· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA)gency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street and provision of ferry service during events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?





			c.3


			· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?
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Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


City-Warriors Obligations List - Reorganized


April 10, 2015


Currently in SEIR as part of Project or Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


· A.1.1: City to lengthen the T Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’.


· A.1.2: City to install T Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street.


· A.1.3: City to install a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets. 


· A.2.1a: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


· A.2.2: City to provide three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. 


· A.4: City to provide exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed. 


· B.1: GSW to negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event center.


· B.2: GSW to contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


· B.3 and B.13: 


B.3: GSW to contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event center not already provided by the Warriors.


B.13: GSW to create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and  all applicable noise regulations.


· B.4a: GSW to install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street per the Project Description.


· B.7: GSW to coordinate office and event center deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions.


· B.10: GSW to market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event center through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site. 


· B.11: GSW to provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs. 


· B.12: GSW to sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 


Currently in SEIR as a Other City Project or Existing City Service for Events


· A.1.7: City to install a two-way cycle track along the east side of Terry A. Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project. 


· A.3: City to provide SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security.


· A.1.4: City to purchase 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise. 


Currently in SEIR as a Mitigation or Improvement Measure


· A.1.6: City to extend the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. (Improvement Measure)


· A.2.1b: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. (Mitigation Measure)


· A.2.3: City to provide parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.4b: GSW to install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.5: GSW to implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. (Will be part of MMRP and/or Conditions of Approval)


New Event Center Mitigation Measure to be Added


Highlight indicates a quantitative analysis is possible, but not in time for the Draft EIR.


Measure to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· A.1.5: City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound. 


· A.5: City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


· B.8: GSW to offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces. 


· B.9: GSW to create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· C.1: City and GSW to identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


Measures to Increase Transit Access


· A.2.4: City to provide Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· A.2.5: City to coordinate with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service. 


· B.17: GSW to work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events.


· C.2: City and GSW to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to facilitate the construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events. 


Measures to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· B.6: GSW to provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event center. 


Measures to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and nearby neighborhoods 


· B.14: GSW to annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events.


· B.16: GSW to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· C.3: City and GSW to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


New Event Center Mitigation Measure for Overlapping Events with AT&T Park Events to be Added


· B.15: GSW to exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park.


· B.18: When overlapping non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, GSW to:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event center with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "cody.hicks@sfmta.com"
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Markowitz, Frank (MTA); Valle-Schwenk, David (MTA); Miller, Don (DPW); Walton, Kim


(MTA); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Tabajonda, Will (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:06:00 AM


Hi, Cody – I am the correct person to talk to about this.  We had a meeting on this back in February
and there was additional work that needed to be done about what the City wanted to do with the
intersection before going to the master developer.
 
Wade at Planning was looking into the CEQA implications of changing the design of the intersection
and see who would be the correct lead at Planning to help with the public outreach if the City family
felt that the intersection could be kept as a round about with no new significant impacts.  With the
Golden State Warriors EIR underway, it may be good to sit tight until that has gone through its
process.
 
It sounds like it may be good to have a follow up meeting so that we have next steps outlined.
 
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: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi Lila,
 
This is a friendly reminder that I called you last week looking for guidance on who might be on the


hook to support transportation improvements for the 8th/Townsend intersection per the Mission
Bay EIR. I’m mainly trying to figure out which project sponsor we at the SFMTA should be talking to
and to what extend should we expect financial support to complete the two mitigation measures in
the EIR.
 
Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks,
Cody
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Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
SFMTA | Sustainable Streets
One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4218
 








From: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:01:24 PM


I don’t think we want to be in a position to tell them whom to meet, but quite honestly the best
course of action would be for them to proceed with AE3 because MEI appears to have been given
several opportunities to reach an agreement. I can fully support replacement of any SBE, including
MEI (even after they’ve been listed), with another SBE if the Warriors were unable to negotiate an
agreement in good faith. This is within reason and complies with our SBE program. If both of you
think it would help to express this to David Carlock and Clarke before their Thursday’s meeting,
maybe we should schedule a brief conference call to advise them. At the very least they’ll
understand our position.
 
Ray
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:22 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: Re: AOR Office/Retail
 
Catherine / Ray
 
I do not feel that it is appropriate for them to meet with MEI.  The meeting alone signals the wrong
message to MEI in my opinion.
 
With all things being considered, maybe MEI would be ideal for scope related to the Market Hall.
 
Any thoughts Ray?
 
George. 


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:49 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton,
GSW (David Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re
able to accomplish the required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I
anticipate they may have further questions on the project design and the specifics of
the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time now to debrief from that meeting. I’m
out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this week is best. Please let me
know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
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Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where
things stand?  We would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case
anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was
able to bring him up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I
promised to keep Rick and Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss
with you and Ray prior to any announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please
note that D-Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for
broad representation as we wrap up our final design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ
Engineers and Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee
that’s substantially higher than previously expected and which works for GSW and for
the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of the award from GSW before notifying the two
firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
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Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.  
I also want to thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they
should be on the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen
their pencil but failed to provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to
justify bringing them back on the project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project
which is not correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers,
YamaMar, Telamon and OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception
that there is a lack of Asian firms participating on the project to be factored into the
final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been
made so that we can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use
for the Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we
were limited on how much emphasis we could put on local preference.  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)
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07:33 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


Whoops, looping Jerry in.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
OK, thanks. Jerry Li (GSW) and I will give you a ring this afternoon. Is there a particular time that
works?
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Kate – why don’t we talk this afternoon, or we can talk tomorrow morning.  Is this temporary until
you move in, or throughout the use of the space?
 
As a FYI, the Market Hall was not our preferred choice and we had to work with them to adjust
things since they installed without asking permission.  It will all come down when they open – they
had wanted to limit the view into the space while being built out since there have been security
issues with people seeing vacant spaces.
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Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Catherine –
 
Thanks for hopping on today to talk signage. I’m very excited about our project’s potential to raise
the bar on this front.
 
We ran out of time before I mentioned this, but I wanted to run one other question by you. The
team of designers working on our Sales Center (TI at 500 TFB, ground floor) has started to inquire
about artistic window dressing . This is definitely not signage, but could – depending on design
development and/or City and landlord direction – include images or text, so I mentioned to the
group that I’d like to run some of the ideas by you.
 
Attaching two slides showing the current thinking, and comps in Mission Bay. What do you think
about our desire to do something similar for this temporary installation? We want to create
something that yields the appropriate amount of attention and excitement from passers-by, but
nothing that generates a community dialogue that could impact our signage program approval for
 the permanent project.  
 
If you’d prefer to chat by phone you can reach me at 202-230-2642.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)


(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
wyckowilliam@comcast.net


Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:32:40 PM


Luba – I talked briefly with Chris with some background on this request.  To clarify, we did let UCSF
know that the transportation strategy may not result in no SUs, and they understood that.  However,
it would be good for them to know if things are moving from a 60 second SU to a 10 second SU, etc. 
Also, knowing the time frame for the EIR and making sure we didn’t create precedence for other City
documents, UCSF is ok with this analysis NOT being in the EIR.  I do think that the community will be
asking similar questions when we meet with them, so it would be great to know if it does not go into
the EIR, when some of the calculations might be available for those strategies that can be quantified.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to successfully
implement the full complement of transportation measures under consideration (ie, those
contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s suggestions, the addition of 4 more
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PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and
the event management strategies described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be incredibly helpful
to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the impact these measures would have
on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this forward on our
behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: GSW Event Preview
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 7:34:31 PM


Sorry, I'm on vacation in Costa Rica which is in CST.  I meant to say 2:00p SF time.
 I will correct.  Thanks Corinne.  


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 Apr 9, 2015, at 4:28 PM, "corinnewoods@cs.com" <corinnewoods@cs.com>
wrote:


Your invitation says the meeting will be at 2:00 CST on April 23rd. That's Central
Standard Time.  What time will that be here?


Corinne
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: GSW CEQA Team Meeting Schedule
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 11:25:00 AM


Hi Joyce and Paul,
I’d like to send a message out today or tomorrow listing our anticipated meetings between now
through DSEIR publication. Can you help me to complete the table below? I don’t think we need to
meet on all of these dates (hope not!), but this is what is currently shown on our calendars and the
project schedule. Please call if you want to discuss.
Thanks!
 


Date Time Location Topic Required Attendees
April 8 1:00-


3:00
Planning CANCELLED NA


April
14


2:00-
3:30


OCII UCSF Comments Catherine, Clarke, Kate, Mary, Bill, Brett,
Chris, Jose, Luba, Joyce, Paul, Erin,


April
15


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


April
22


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


April
30


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


May 6 1:00-
3:00


Planning   


May
13


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


May
18


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


May
19


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


May
20


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


May
21


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


May
22


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


 
 
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:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Clarke Miller
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Julia Nunes


(jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 10:45:06 AM
Attachments: 4 8 15 SSR Fee Analysis by Scope for OCII.pdf


George,
 
Per your request, attached is the fee/scope split between SSR and its SBE partners for
Mechanical/Plumbing and for Electrical. As you can see, each SBE will retain a minimum of 35% of
the scope and fee related to its discipline.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. We’d like to award these disciplines as soon as
possible. I’ll be out on vacation next week, so I’ve copied SSR here so they may award in my absence
if you don’t have a chance to review today.
 
Lastly, we had a productive meeting with MEI yesterday. We clarified scope and fee, as well as
overall performance expectations. Our team needs to discuss next steps, and as you and I discussed,
I’ll be sure to connect with you before any announcements are made.
 
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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SSR Fee Line Item Reconciliation ‐ Scope Version



SSR FEE MATRIX - MECHANICAL/PLUMBING



SCOPE SSR SJ Engineers 8-Apr-15 Division of Responsibility



Mechanical/HVAC - Arena 625,986.59$                192,088.81$                818,075.40$           SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily SJ Engineers



Mechanical/HVAC - Office/Retail 331,841.12$                -$                              331,841.12$           SSR performs SD-CA



Mechanical/HVAC - Parking/Plaza 87,679.49$                  26,905.13$                  114,584.62$           SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily SJ Engineers



Plumbing/Drainage - Arena 445,554.89$                136,721.95$                582,276.84$           SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily SJ Engineers



Plumbing/Drainage - Office/Retail 4,890.00$                     228,335.00$                233,225.00$           SSR performed SD; SJ Engineers performing DD-CA



Plumbing/Drainage - Parking/Plaza 60,888.54$                  18,684.12$                  79,572.65$             SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily SJ Engineers



Plumbing (Fuel Oil System) - Entire Project (20,000.00)$                 20,000.00$                  -$                        SJ Engineers performs SD-CA



Plumbing (Fire Sprinkler) Entire Project 26,273.37$                  222,115.00$                248,388.37$           SSR performed SD; SJ Engineers performing DD-CA



MEP Sub-Total 1,563,114.00$             844,850.00$                2,407,964.00$        



% 64.9% 35.1%



SSR FEE MATRIX - ELECTRICAL



SCOPE SSR Meyers+ 8-Apr-15 Division of Responsibility



Electrical (High Voltage) - Arena 551,424.33$                168,458.42$                719,882.75$           SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily Meyers+



Electrical (High Voltage) - Office/Retail (11,241.00)$                 351,899.00$                340,658.00$           Meyers+ performs DD-CA



Electrical (High Voltage) - Parking/Plaza 80,718.58$                  18,741.58$                  99,460.16$             SSR performing SD-CD; CA is primarily Meyers+



Electrical (Fire Alarm System) - Entire Project (85,000.00)$                 85,000.00$                  -$                        Meyers+ performs SD-CA



Event Sports Lighting - Arena 55,000.00$                  -$                              55,000.00$             SSR performing SD-CA



MEP Sub-Total 590,901.91$                624,099.00$                1,215,000.91$        



% 48.6% 51.4%



SSR FEE MATRIX - BMS



SCOPE SSR N/A 8-Apr-15 Division of Responsibility



BMS - Arena 75,000.00$                  -$                              75,000.00$             SSR



BMS - Office/Retail 51,975.00$                  -$                              51,975.00$             SSR



BMS - Parking/Plaza 15,000.00$                  -$                              15,000.00$             SSR



Ice Systems 49,000.00$                  -$                              49,000.00$             SSR



BMS Sub-Total 141,975.00$                -$                              141,975.00$           



% 100% 0%



MEP + BMS Project Total 2,295,990.91$             1,468,949.00$             3,764,939.91$        Total SBE Participation is 39%











SSR FEE MATRIX - PHASE II SCHEMATIC DESIGN ONLY



SCOPE 11-Aug-14 9-Jan-15 Variance ($)



Mechanical/HVAC 29,700.00$             29,700.00$             -$                        



Electrical (High Voltage) 26,400.00$             26,400.00$             -$                        



Plumbing/Drainage 20,625.00$             20,625.00$             -$                        



Fire Protection 5,775.00$               5,775.00$               -$                        



BMS 3,750.00$               3,750.00$               -$                        



MEP Sub-Total 86,250.00$             86,250.00$             -$                        



LEED / Energy Modeling / M&V Planning 26,926.00$             26,926.00$             -$                        



Totals 113,176.00$           113,176.00$           -$                        











Division of Responsibility



SSR performs SD-CA



SJ Engineers performs SD-CA



Division of Responsibility



Division of Responsibility



Total SBE Participation is 39%













From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW CEQA Team Meeting Schedule
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:56:20 PM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v2 LCW JIF JSH.docx


Chris,
Before we can complete this schedule, we need to address as a top priority if we
need to have a meeting or conference call to discuss the list of City-Warriors
obligations that Adam provided. This meeting really needs to happen prior to the
April 14 meeting with UCSF.  Most of the issues are transportation related, and many
have definite schedule implications for ADSEIR2.


Attached please see Adam's list, as annotated by Luba, José, Paul and me. We also
wonder if the project sponsor is aware of this list?


Paul and I are available today if you would like to discuss any of these items.


Thanks,
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 4/7/2015 11:25 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


Hi Joyce and Paul,
I’d like to send a message out today or tomorrow listing our anticipated meetings
between now through DSEIR publication. Can you help me to complete the table
below? I don’t think we need to meet on all of these dates (hope not!), but this is what
is currently shown on our calendars and the project schedule. Please call if you want to
discuss.
Thanks!
 


Date Time Location Topic Required Attendees
April
8


1:00-
3:00


Planning CANCELLED NA


April
14


2:00-
3:30


OCII UCSF Comments Catherine, Clarke, Kate, Mary, Bill,
Brett, Chris, Jose, Luba, Joyce,
Paul, Erin,


April
15


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


April
22


1:00-
3:00


Planning   


April 1:00- Planning   
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 The City shall fund and provide:


· Capital improvements, including:


· Lengthening the T-Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’, In EIR as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP; no changes to SB platform?


· Installing T-Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T-Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)


· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. Not in EIR, nor in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure?


· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. This is in EIR as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access. Is this now part of project? Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to  from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics?


· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of . In EIR as a planned project.  In EIR but not an event center project description item.


· The Transit Service Plan, including:


· Increased service on the T-Third and the 22-Fillmore. Clarification needed.  Increased service over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions?  The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.  Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing? This will require revisions to the analysis.  What periods? What level of attendance?


· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. In EIR, In TMP.


· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. In EIR as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts. No change.


· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA and Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.


· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain cars and increased North Bay Ferry and bus service Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.


· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the arena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?


· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services 


· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. Not in EIR, not in TMP.  Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP


The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the arena; Not transportation, but addressed in EIR Public Services section.


· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service; In EIR, in TMP.


· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the arena not already provided by the Warriors; Not transportation, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control). Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street , Terry Francois/South Street and, Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description; New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure, is it now part of project description?


· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?


· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the arena; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Description needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Cannot be quantified.


· Coordinate office and arena deliveries in attempt to avoid P.M. peak traffic conditions; Not in EIR, not in TMP. 


· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.


· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.


· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the arena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site; In EIR and TMP.


· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided. Currently, EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.


· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park; Not in EIR, not in TMP.  IS this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP? 


· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30p


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the arena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. (Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


Not in EIR, not in TMP. Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  


· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and operation of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street; and Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?


· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc).  Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?












30 3:00
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Planning   


May
13


1:00-
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Planning   


May
18


9:00-
5:00


ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR
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19


9:00-
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finalize DSEIR


 


May
20


9:00-
5:00
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finalize DSEIR
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ESA work session to
finalize DSEIR


 


 
 
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: Olea, Ricardo
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Folks, Tom (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Re: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:08:26 PM


Thanks, I think it will help to minimize fears by these groups if they know details
about GSW are coming. 


On Apr 8, 2015, at 10:44 AM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks for bringing me into this.  This improvements are being made by the MB master
developer vs. GSW, so specifics related to Owens/280 would not be appropriate for
the GSW to answer.  I will give John a call and let him know that the status of the
Owens/280 improvements (both will be done by the end of the year and we are trying
to see if we can open Owens before all the 280 improvements are done in the fall or if
we have to wait until everything is done to open Owens and relieve some of the traffic
through the adjacent neighborhoods.
 
As for the GSW plans.  I will outreach to the GSW to see about doing the rounds with
the surrounding communities.  At some point we will need to do that, and I think it is
more of a sense of timing and not undermining a centralized planning process.  I have
added Adam to the email list so that he is aware when he gets back.
 


I think the one thing that I can’t take off your list is the changes to 7th Street, since that
is outside my area.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Folks, Tom (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens
St.
Importance: High
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Ricardo,
 
I think it is probably possible, but I am sharing this with Catherine Reilly, as she is better
suited to coordinate for the Warriors on outreach. 
 


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: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: Re: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens
St.
 
Erin - Can someone in the Warriors city team reach out to this neighborhood
group on these next steps?   They should be aware of any concerns Mr. deCastro
has given their key proximity to the project. 
 
Ricardo


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:33 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I think the timing for the 280 interchange are in the hands of Caltrans and
UCSF.  The Warriors are not making changes, only.  The presentation John
is referring to is an early Transportation Management Plan.  If we are
doing any work on that interchange, I am not specifically familiar with it. 
 
As far as Warriors participation, the DSEIR is anticipated in late May.  The
Mission Bay CAC may also include Warriors related topics on their
agendas, and he might have the opportunity to participate there.  It’s my
understanding that they are the key communication link to the
community for the Warriors.
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
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(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Olea, Ricardo 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: FW: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800
block of Owens St.
 
Erin – John De Castro representing the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood
Association wants an update on the Warriors planning and changes to
Mariposa/I-280.  Who’s best equipped to touch base with this group at
this point?  Ricardo
 


From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Olea, Ricardo
Cc: Folks, Tom; J.R. Eppler
Subject: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block
of Owens St.
 
Ricardo
 
Tom Folks sent me your way to try to get answers to our questions.
 I am the chair of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association
committee responsible for SFMTA and sustainable streets issues.  If
you are not familiar with the Potrero Boosters we are the largest and
oldest neighboorhood association in this area founded in 1926. 
 


This I sent to Tom is in blue that he forwarded to you on March 18.
 I am sure you are busy with everything going on in Mission Bay but
is it possible to get a status update by next week on where you are in
the planning process for the 280, Mariposa and Owens St.
The problems with the 280 off ramp at Mariposa are multiplying by
the day.
 


I was recently made aware of another document This looks like a
newer version of the document I sent about 1800 Owens to Tom.   
 
http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=7832 that may have superseded the one mentioned
below.   My committee has some concerns and questions about the
CAC presentation of Nov. 2014.
 
Our major concern is what are the plans for 280 on and off ramps at
Mariposa and when can we expect them to be implemented?  What
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happens on Warrior arena event and game days.   We want to avoid
being isolated into our neighborhood due to the traffic issues.
How does the our neighborhood association provide input to the
process?  
 
I would like to invite you to a committee meeting to further
understand your plans and how they have evolved since November.
 We may suggest a presentation to the full membership after the
committee meeting.
 
 


While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I
came across a document that describes on Pages 8 and 9
the revisions to the 280 on and off ramp to the 1800
block of Owens.  Do you know if that is still the plan
and if yes then who is the contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some
neighbors concerned about how traffic was going to
enter and leave the Warriors arena.  Given the mess
today at rush hours at 280 and Mariposa they are
anxious that it will not be improved before FY2017-
2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan
and the timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about
1800 Owens St to the 280.
 http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=4079


 
I look forward to talking to you.  You can reach me at 415-419-4658
 
 
John deCastro
 
 


Begin forwarded message:
 
From: "Folks, Tom" <Tom.Folks@sfmta.com>
To: 'John deCastro' <2jbdecastro@gmail.com>
Cc: "Shahamiri, James" <James.Shahamiri@sfmta.com>, "Olea,
Ricardo" <Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com>
Subject: RE: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280
changes
Date: March 18, 2015 at 4:53:00 PM PDT
 
<image001.jpg>
 
Hi John,
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James Shahamiri of our staff is looking into the issue of
reconfiguring 7th Street to see if an additional nortbound lane can
be added. I’ve copied him on this email to alert him about your
concerns.
 
Regarding the Warriors’ planning, I’m not in the loop about the
current plans. I’ve copied Ricardo Olea, our City Traffic Engineer,
who may be able to answer your questions.
 
Thomas Folks
Senior Engineer, Sustainable Streets Division
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
415.701-4688
tom.folks@sfmta.com
 
<image002.png>  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 
 
 
 


From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 11:10 PM
To: Folks, Tom
Subject: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280 changes
 
Tom
 
To improve traffic flow north bound on 7th St from Mission Bay
and existing 280 off ramp / Mississippi St is there any consideration
to creating a No Parking  zone from just south of Berry St to King
St during morning and evening commute (7 Am to 9 AM and 4 PM
to 6 PM).  
As you know the traffic off the 280 North and South at Mariposa is
backing up all over the NE part of Potrero Hill whenever the 280
becomes delayed.  I am continuously looking for anyway to get
traffic out of our neighborhood and back on major streets so we
don’t suffer any more pollution effects from people looking for
shortcuts.  
 
The right lane of 7th St has a forced merge just North of Mission
Bay Blvd to the left.  Which creates traffic back ups.  While if the
right lane remained instead of merging and parking was removed
during commute hours the bike lane could remain and  <8 to 10
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spots of commuter parking would be removed between About 150
feet North of Berry to just South of King street on the North bound
side of 7th St.  I don’t believe many of these cars are residents since
when I drive by the same area on Saturday and Sunday they are for
the most part empty spaces.  Thereby reinforcing my contention they
are probably commuters.
 
Here is the Google view of the area.
 https://www.google.com/maps/@37.769328,-
122.398557,3a,75y,350.74h,108.87t/data=!3m4!1e1!3m2!1sxodXoBoNtO4k-
V11BFC7WQ!2e0!6m1!1e1
 
I am not sure if this makes sense from a traffic engineering
standpoint but as a person who drives this stretch a couple of times a
week it seems to be an option to help move traffic until the 280 off
ramp is changed to Owens St.
 
While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I came across a
document that describes on Pages 8 and 9 the revisions to the 280 on
and off ramp to the 1800 block of Owens.  Do you know if that is
still the plan and if yes then who is the contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some neighbors
concerned about how traffic was going to enter and leave the
Warriors arena.  Given the mess today at rush hours at 280 and
Mariposa they are anxious that it will not be improved before
FY2017-2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan and the
timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about 1800 Owens St
to the 280.  http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=4079
 
John  
 
John deCastro
This is a new email address
2jbdecastro@gmail.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce
Subject: Data Request for UCSF - Helipad
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:59:05 PM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf
Importance: High


Chris and Brett:
 
I was hoping you could forward the following initial inquiries ASAP to UCSF, to help frame our
proposed approach for addressing the helipad issue for the GSW SEIR:
 


1.        Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the sponsor
indicates UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or their consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in
this figure to ESA in AutoCAD.
 


2.        Does UCSF have a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported
the Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above?; if so, you can UCSF please
provide a copy of it?


[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR] 


3.        If available, would UCSF please provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the
helipad from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the
helipad?


4.        A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established
safety criteria defined at this time, and if so, can UCSF please provide us with a copy of that
pre-established safety criteria?


 
Please have UCSF respond to these issues as soon as feasible.  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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Maher, Christine (ADM); Debbie Kern
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors FIA Report
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:38:00 AM


Sounds like EPS has incorporated the changes and is working on a sensitivity analysis to address a
non-arena alternative.
 
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: Maher, Christine (ADM) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 8:21 AM
To: Debbie Kern
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Debbie,
 
Adam is out of the office until 4/20, but  Catherine will be able to provide some initial feedback.  I’ve
copied her above, as she wasn’t on the original email.
 
Thanks,
Christine
 
Christine Maher
Manager, Real Estate and Development Services
 
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
Direct: (415) 749-2481
Email: christine.maher@sfgov.org


 


From: Debbie Kern [mailto:dkern@keysermarston.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:25 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Maher, Christine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Adam and Christine,
 
Just checking in on the status of the fiscal analysis.
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Debbie
 
Debbie M. Kern, Senior Principal 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
160 Pacific Avenue, Suite 204
San Francisco, CA  94111 
(415) 398-3050, ext. 230 
(415) 397-5065 (fax) 
dkern@keysermarston.com 
www.keysermarston.com
 
This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient,
please immediately reply to the sender and delete the message from your e-mail system.  Thank you.
 


From: Debbie Kern 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 12:50 PM
To: 'Michael Nimon'
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Richard Berkson; 'Maher, Christine
(CII)'
Subject: RE: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Michael and team,
 
Attached are our comments on the draft.  Please call me with any questions.
 
Debbie
 
Debbie M. Kern, Senior Principal 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
160 Pacific Avenue, Suite 204
San Francisco, CA  94111 
(415) 398-3050, ext. 230 
(415) 397-5065 (fax) 
dkern@keysermarston.com 
www.keysermarston.com
 
This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient,
please immediately reply to the sender and delete the message from your e-mail system.  Thank you.
 


From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:22 PM
To: Debbie Kern
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Debbie,
 
Attached please find a copy of the latest report draft we shared with Adam on Friday.
 
Thanks,
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MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com


 



http://www.epsys.com/






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental Leadership Development Poroject Notice for your review
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:55:32 PM
Importance: High


Chris and Brett:
 
You may notice when reviewing the Notice that the link to planning for the NOP is incorrect (missing
a “/”); I have fixed it on my end.
 
-Paul
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:23 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser'; Clarke Miller; 'Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com)'; 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'John.Malamut@sfgov.org'; Joyce; 'Van de Water, Adam
(ECN)'; Joyce
Subject: RE: Draft Environmental Leadership Development Poroject Notice for your review
Importance: High
 
All:
 
Sorry, attached the wrong version.  Please review this attached version and delete the prior version I
sent.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:20 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Kate Aufhauser'; Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; John.Malamut@sfgov.org; Joyce; Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Joyce
Subject: Draft Environmental Leadership Development Poroject Notice for your review
 
Catherine and all:
 
With the GSW project getting closer to its certification as an environmental leadership project, we
would like to have the required Public Notice of Environmental Leadership Development Project
(ELDP) ready to go when needed (i.e., within 10 days of the Governor’s certification).
 
Attached is a draft notice for your review. A couple notes:
 


·         Prior to drafting this notice, in addition to reviewing the CEQA Statute requirements for the
notice, we also reviewed the only other available ELDP notice sent out for an AB900 project
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(8150 Sunset Blvd project in the City of LA, included on OPR’s website here: 
http://www.opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php [scroll down to “City of LA-Notice of ELDP”)
 


·         This public notice is already 5 pages long containing the required information, so best that
we limit adding additional text in the notice that is not required under the CEQA Statute for
the notice.  The only thing ESA elected to add in the notice for your consideration that is not
required under the CEQA Statute are a couple sentences up front providing the public with
basic context that 1) the Governor certified the GSW project as an eligible project under
AB900, and 2) referring the public to the NOP on the City’s website: 
 


“On May XX, The Governor certified that the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is an eligible project
under the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act (Assembly Bill 900), Public
Resources Code 21178, et seq.  As described in the Notice of Preparation
prepared for this project (http://www.sf-planning.org sfceqadocs), OCII has
determined that a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report will be prepared
for this project.”


 
·         Per the CEQA Statute, we used 12 point font for all the cited AB 900 text.


 
·         Catherine, you will see we use the inserted the new OCII logo in the letterhead; let us know


if its ok with you in that format.
 


·         Per the CEQA tatute, the distribution requirements for this notice will be the same as those
for a Notice of Preparation.
 


Please review and provide any comments by COB April 17, 2015.  Thanks, and please do not hesitate
to contact 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
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Murphy, Mary


G.; "NSekhri@gibsondunn.com"
Cc: Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran
Subject: Updated GSW ADSEIR Data Request
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 5:52:06 PM
Attachments: CEQA Info Needs_04-09-15.xlsx
Importance: High


All:
 
As a result of our meeting today, and review of still outstanding information, and certain new
information needs, I have updated the needs request matrix (see attached)
 


·         Rows highlighted in yellow are request items that are either past due, have a pending date
for submittal, or are new data items


·         Catherine:  Please respond to Items # 2 and #5


·         Clarke and Kate:
1.        Please respond to Items #4, #8, #9, #11 through #18, #20, and new items #20B and


20C.


2.        In Items #14, #15, #16 and #17, as Luba indicates in red in the attached matrix, she
needs those responded a little sooner (i.e., on 4/15/15) than your recommended
revised date of 4/18/15.  Please confirm this is possible.


·         Chris and Brett


1.        Please respond to Items #26, #28, and new Items #28A and #28B


·         ESA will follow up directly with Environ on Issues #21, #22, and #23.


·         Luba is following up with SFMTA directly on Issues #29 and #30.


Thanks in advance for everyone’s attention to this.   Please do not hesitate to contact 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
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Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Category			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered/
Status			Notes			Old Date Due 			Old Date Delivered			Old Notes


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			1			AB 900 Administrative Record			Addenda to 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR

Please provide all available Addenda prepared for the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR. (Please note that ESA already has copies of Addenda #7, #8 and #9, so we don't need those.)




			OCII/EP 			4/15/15			3/19/15			OCII provided the Addenda			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 --			RESPONSE FROM SPONSOR:
General: Site plan revision is underway. Revised site plans will be completed along with revised Major Phase documentation and submitted to ESA simultaneously. 

Transportation: Requested revisions to transportation-related diagrams are underway. Projected date for completion and submission is 10/3.)


			2			Cumulative Analyses			Cumulative Projects Being Constructed in Mission Bay Plan Area 

Please 1) Approximate construction start/end dates  2) Approximate level of development (general uses and square footage) for other cumulative projects in Mission Bay, including on Blocks 33/34, 40, 26/27 (Uber), and other.




			OCII 			4/15/15


			3			Project Description			Conditions of Approval.  Please confirm if OCII will impose Conditions of Approval for the GSW project (e.g., include TMP as Condition of Approval, as UCSF requests).
			OCII 			4/15/15			4/1/15			Group determined that OCII will include conditions of approval for a number of improvement measures and other miscellaneous items


			4			Project Description			Amendments to Mission Bay Planning Documents.  Please provide a list of the proposed amendments to the  Mission Bay Planning Documents (.e.g, Design for Development) that will be required for the project.
			OCII/Sponsor 			4/15/15


			5			Draft SEIR Public Hearing			Draft SEIR Public Hearing Date.  Please confirm if June 16, 2015 will be the date scheduled for the Draft SEIR Public Hearing.
			OCII 			4/15/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/10/14


			6			AB 900 - Administrative Record			City CAO/Sponsor:  Please review the draft list (provided separately to you) of information assumed to be provided in the AB 900 administrative record and provide any comments/recommendations.			City CAO/
Sponsor's Counsel			3/27/15			3/27/15			Lists were provided by both John M. and Mary M.


			7			Project Description -Project Approvals			UCSF View Easement Description:  The sponsor provided ESA the tentative map that shows the boundary of the UCSF view easement on the project site.  Please provide the easement description for what it specifically covers (e.g., heights, etc.?) - I believe Neil indicated he had that.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/16/15			N Sekhri provided view easement figure and standards


			8			Project Description			Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description:  Please provide conceptual site plan for project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza).  Please describe if the limited retail included in the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development square footage.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/26/2015 with more refined plans to be submitted on 4/20/15


			9			Wind			Wind Tunnel Test of Revised Project and Project Variant:  Please have RWDI model the wind impacts of the proposed Revised Project and Project Variant  (we don't need the Existing scenario as that is already completed; we will just need the Existing Plus Project, and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios similar to what you did for the proposed project.  			Sponsor			4/15/15


			10			Transportation/Safety			Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility.  The sponsor indicated it had conducted a preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad.  Please provide that preliminary review			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/18/15			ESA to provide separate analysis of project impacts on UCSF helipad operations


			11			Project Description			Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses. 			Sponsor			3/27/15			sponsor to provide in late April/
early May 2015			Sponsor to provide list of policies following their community meetings in late April


			12			Air Quality			Timing of Payment of Offset AQ Mitigation. Please confirm if the sponsor intends to pay for the off-set mitigaiton for criteria pollutants in one payment prior to project construction, or, in two payments (one prior to project construction and the second prior to project operation)			Sponsor			3/27/15


			13			GHGs			GHG Checklist:  Please provide the sponsor's GHG checklist for the project.			Sponsor			4/15/15									 10/10/2014						Per the PUC WWE memo sent to Chris Kern 9/12/14 and forwarded to the project sponsor, the Warriors are completing a detailed formal report on the project's wastewater system, with estimated demands consistent with the City's criteria for calculating wastewater generation. Date for anticipated completion and submission of this report is no later than 10/10/14. 

At ESA's request, the project sponsor could prepare a one-page memo on the topic based on the Water Demand Memo, above, to meet the 10/1 deadline. Please note, however, that the value provided would not meet the City's criteria and would not be consistent with the values provided in the forthcoming report. We are not anticipating submitting this memo unless requested. 


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  In light of the revised project, please confirm if any of the proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project) need to be updated			Sponsor			11/1/14									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Plans are available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/m15v2ifrinjqw0q/Task39_ProjectWastewater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0 
and https://www.dropbox.com/s/2z9g8jr3grfmmjt/Task39_ProjectWater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0. Please note these plans are also being used in the project Major Phase application. 


			14			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to the end of an event, and provide details			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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


			15			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure 5.2-13 to remain?			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			16			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9.  Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to Third Street.			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

o This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces in total (one to South Street, one to 16th Street). 


			17			Transportation			16th Street Sidewalk.  Project sponsor and OCII to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional queuing areas.  It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.  Plus the additional queuing areas.]			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/22/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed by 4/15/15 (otherwise will analyze 15-foot sidewalk in SEIR)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			18			Transportation			TMP Performance Standards.  Project sponsor to review performance standards included in the TMP to see if need to be revised			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response: 3/22/2015

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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



			19			Project Description/Transportation			Proposed Contractor Parking Plan.  To responsd to UCSF's concerns during construction, does the sponsor intend to require a construction contractor parking plan? 			Sponsor			4/15/15			3/26/2015

LCW will identify improvement measure in Transportation section in SEIR

			On 3/2515, Erin Miller provided DPW parking legislation that was pending approval from the SF BOS.

On 3.26/15, Kate A: provided the following Warriors proposed contractor language for addressing construction worker parking:

Prior to awarding sub-contracts, parking plans will be discussed with contractors to make them aware of available resources. These may include the substantial daytime availability in Lot A (except daytime game-days), and potential resources south of the project site that are under consideration by the project sponsor. In addition, on-site parking will be made available to contractors and workers when feasible.

Workers will also be heavily encouraged to take transit to the site. If demand warrants, the Warriors would work with contractors and the Mission Bay TMA to extend the operation of an early-morning shuttle that currently transports construction workers from transit hubs to active project sites in Mission Bay. 




			20			TMP			Final TMP.  			Sponsor			5/1/2015
revised 4/18/15			TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			20A			Alternatives			Conceptual Site Plan  This should be accompanied by a brief summary table of:
• the reduced square footages of uses
• reduced number of stories of office and retail buildings and podium structure, as applicable
• reduced on/off-site parking count and underground parking levels as applicable; and possible reduced excavation of soils for off-site hauling
• reduced open space, as applicable 
• estimated reduced construction schedule (months)
• and any other principal differences compared to the proposed project. 


			Sponsor			4/6/15			3/26/15			Kate A. provided conceptual site plans for No Project and Reduced Intensity Alts.


			20B (new)			Transportation (new)			Helipad Issues

Assumed Maximum Tower Heights

a.  The SEIR presently indicates the two proposed office towers would be 160 feet in height excluding the unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.  What do you estimate would be the maximum tower height with the mechanical equipment/enclosures, etc.? (For example, I recall at the Piers 30-32 site, the rooftop equipment proposed on the buildings at SWL 337 added another 11 feet to the building height)

b.  Aside from the rooftop mechanical equipment/enclosures discussed above, are other rooftop features proposed or possible, such as signage, antennas, flagpoles, or other features on the building rooftops?

			Sponsor			4/15/15


			20C (new)			Transportation			Helipad Issues

Construction Tower Cranes.  Can you please estimate 1) how many tower cranes you may use simultaneously during construction, 2) the total estimated duration (months) that tower crane(s) may be used, 2 ) the anticipated maximum height of the tower crane(s), 3) the maximum reach of the working arm from the crane tower mast, and 4) where the crane(s) may located on-site or adjacent to the project site.			Sponsor			4/15/15


			21			Air Quality			List of Tier 4 Availability : Please provide list of Tier 4 equipment availabililty. 
			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			22			Air Quality			Modeling of Health Risk of Generators : Please provide results of modeling of on-site generators.			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			23			Air Quality			Use of 2010 or Newer Haul Trucks: Please provide results of use of only 2010 or newer haul trucks for soil off-hauling part of construction.			Environ			3/27/15


			24			Utilities			UCSF Stormwater System.  Please follow up with UCSF to provide the UCSF MS4 stormwater system drainage boundaries.			EP			3/27/15			3/18/15


			25			Air Quality			UCSF BAAQMD Permit.  As referenced in Comment No 31 in UCSF's 2/16/15 comment letter on Ad SEIR 1a, UCSF indicates they attached their BAAQMD permit to the comment letter; however, this was not provided in the version of the comment letter EP forwareded to ESA.  Please either provide the attachement if you have it, or follow up with UCSF to get a copy of their BAAQMD permit.			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			26			Utilities			Fair Share Agreement.  Chris Kern indicated he would follow up with John Roddy to discuss the fair share mitigation.  Please provide direction resulting from that discussion.

 Please also provide copy of PUC nexus study referrenced at the 3/12/15 meeting 			EP			3/27/15


			27			GHGs			GHG Approach for SEIR:  Chris Kern and Jessica Range indicated they would provide ESA with an approriate appoach for project GHGs for the GSW project, considering AB900 GHG analysis that was completed, the City's GHG checklist and other considerations. 			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			28			AB 900 Administrative Record			1990 MB FEIR Findings and MMRP:  Please provide.			EP			3/27/15


			28A (new)			Utilities			SFPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station.  Need citeable FPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station whether pump station are conveyance system upgrades will be needed to accommodate the proposed GSW project, and what those upgrades would entail.			EP			4/15/15


			28B (new)			Air Quality			SEIR Air Quality Section with guidance on how to address off-set mitigation.			EP			4/15/15


			29			Transit			Barrier on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if railing could be installed within the T Third median between 16th and South Streets to prevent pedestrians from crossing the tracks. If so, where.			SFMTA			3/27/15			Luba to discuss with Julie K more on the week of April 15 (LCW proposing to use SFMTA edits provided already)


			30			Transit			Mini- Platform on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if a “mini” platform for northbound service would be constructed south of South Street.			SFMTA			3/27/15			From the March 25 meeting, it did not appear that SFMTA staff thought the mini-platorm made sense; Luba to follow up with Julie K. to discuss more on the week of April 14 (Does not look likely)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Yamauchi, Lori"; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller


(cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben; Fung, Neil
Subject: RE: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:55:00 PM


Hi, Lori – would it be ok to wait until Adam is back?  He has been taking the lead on this with the City
folks, and if possible to wait, I think the conversation would be more productive.  I can be working
on setting it up in the meantime so that it occurs the week he gets back.
 
Let me know.  Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Yamauchi, Lori [mailto:Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 12:04 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben;
Fung, Neil
Subject: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
 
Adam, Catherine, Kate and Clarke,
 
Catherine – since Adam is out through next week, can you please get back to me on whether the
meeting I propose below is possible and who from the City should be involved? 
 
Per Adam and Catherine’s meeting with Barbara French and me last week, the issue of security
plans was briefly discussed.  After a meeting with Kate and Clarke today, I asked if UCSF could meet
with the City and GSW staff re: security planning for the Event Center and environs.  In particular, I
would like to include UCSF Police personnel (Mike Denson, Eric Partika), UCSF Medical Center
security (Ben Gordon, Neil Fung) in the meeting.  Would it be possible for SF Police and GSW
security to be represented at the meeting? 
 
The point of the meeting is to discuss assumptions that UCSF, the City and the GSW can use in
developing their security plans in and around the Event Center, discuss how SFPD and GSW security
plan to provide security in and around the Event Center vis-à-vis UCPD, discuss staffing (by type,
number, hours/frequency), and discuss how the design of the Event Center encourages or
discourages crime/vagrancy/etc.,
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Kate and Clarke were agreeable to such a meeting after Adam returns from his vacation.  If the City
is agreeable, I would be happy to arrange the meeting, once I know who are the attendees. 
 
Catherine – please advise with the City attendees.  Kate – please advise with the GSW attendees. 
 
Thank you.
 
Lori
 
Lori Yamauchi
University of California, San Francisco
Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Planning
654 Minnesota St., 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
Phone:  (415) 476-8312
Cell:  (415) 602-6898
 








From: Gavin, John (ECN)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: RE: today"s warriors check in
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:44:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I’ve been on hold, may have dialed the wrong code, recalling now…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of the City Administrator
City Hall, Room 362
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6556
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: RE: today's warriors check in
 
I am on the call.  Let me know if you had to cancel.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:11 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: today's warriors check in
 
Can we do a quick 3:30 check in by phone?
 
877-336-1828, 955112
 
 
 
_________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(415) 554-5194



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D3FDD7FCDB634739ADBCE4142157EE0A-JOHN GAVIN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:ken.rich@sfgov.org

http://www.sfgov.org/CAO

mailto:John.Gavin@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/







ken.rich@sfgov.org
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From: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: Preliminary GSW Cover
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 12:25:26 PM
Attachments: OCII_Logo.eps


Here is the file.
 
Please let me know if you require anything else
 
Best,
 
Claudia
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:36 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Looks good.  I think we may be getting a new logo instead of the City’s logo.  I’ve cc-ed Claudia to
see when it will be ready for prime time.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: FW: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Catherine:
 
Just checking in with you on the preliminary SEIR we sent you last week (attached again).  Please let
us know if you have any comments.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 4:38 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
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Subject: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Catherine:
 
We are already thinking ahead to a potential cover for the GSW SEIR.  Please see the attached for
your consideration.
 


·         OCII is lead agency, not Planning, however, consistent with how EP typically does it covers,
we elected to include an existing conditions photo, as opposed to showing any proposed
project development drawings.  We also include applicable OCII logo, OCII/EP/State
Clearinghouse case numbers, and important milestone dates.
 


·         We received this photo from the Warriors, so we are free to use it.  You may notice this is
the same photo that is included on the cover of the Warriors Major Phase application, but
without the simulated project features or other simulated SF development that they show
on that application.  It’s a great photo, showing the site, the majority of the MB Plan area,
and proximity to the Bay, AT&T park and downtown SF.
 


·         As a polite nod to the Warriors, we use the Warriors blue and yellow colors, but do not
include their logo or any specific Warriors features.


 
Please let us know if you have any comments.  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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Deck for UCSF
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:16:00 AM


Looks good.
 
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: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:02 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Deck for UCSF
 
Hi Catherine,
 
Here is the deck that we showed to UCSF this morning:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/w8q6158g1vav004/15%200409%20GSW%20WEST%20SIDE%20CAC%20%20Pfau%20Long%20AE3.pptx?
dl=0
 
We’re making a few adjustments to some of the renderings and won’t have an updated version until tomorrow morning, but I
wanted to get you this in advance in case you have any additional comments we should incorporate before tomorrow.
 
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: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:16:10 AM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v2.docx


ATT00001.htm


Here is the attachment.


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


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: April 3, 2015 at 4:52:07 PM PDT
To: "Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) 
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)" <jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, 
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com" <lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>, "Bollinger, 
Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "wyckowilliam@comcast.net" 
<wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Rich, Ken 
(ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>


Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to 
successfully implement the full complement of transportation measures under 
consideration (ie, those contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s 
suggestions, the addition of 4 more PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and 
the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and the event management strategies 
described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be 
incredibly helpful to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the 
impact these measures would have on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this 
forward on our behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 
Adam Van de Water
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 The City shall fund and provide:


· Capital improvements, including:


· Lengthening the T-Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’,


· Installing T-Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street,


· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets,


· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T-Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise


· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as 1-280 northbound, and


· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa


· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of Terry Francois Blvd


· The Transit Service Plan, including:


· Increased service on the T-Third and the 22-Fillmore


· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal


· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc,


· Transit Fare Inspectors (TIFs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA and


· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain cars and increased North Bay Ferry and bus service 


· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the arena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security;


· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed;


· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas


The Golden State Warriors shall:


· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the arena;


· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service;


· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the arena not already provided by the Warriors;


	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street , Terry Francois/South Street and, Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description;


· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR.


· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the arena; 


· Coordinate office and arena deliveries in attempt to avoid P.M. peak traffic conditions;


· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces;


· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 and 4th Street;


· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the arena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site;


· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs;


· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site;


· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations;


· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events;


· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park;


· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking;


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events;


· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30p


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the arena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events.


 The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event.


· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and operation of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street; and


· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc). 











 































Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Subject: FW: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:26:00 AM
Attachments: MissionBayStrEatFoodPark-Proposal small.pdf


150331 StreEat Food Presentation - draft.pdf


I looked at the PPT.  Are you going to have them include anything that talks about hours of
operation, days/week, etc?  Or is the idea to get feedback from the community on the concept first
and then come back with more details?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila,
 
I’m enclosing preliminary proposal Carlos gave MBDG, as well as the very beginning of a
presentation that I’m working on with him. It is incomplete and has yet to be illustrated, but I
wanted to show you where we are going. The first page shows the location of the proposed project
adjacent to the soccer field. I’m pulling together more information still. Operating hours would
begin with lunch and when the soccer field is open and possibly expand. He would like to build up to
10 food trucks, but will probably start with fewer.
 
I’ll continue to flesh this out, but please let me know when you’re ready for a preliminary discussion.
Also, if there is specific information you need, that would be helpful for me to know as well.
 
Thanks,
 
Laura
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:30 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
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Mission Bay StrEat Food Park - Proposal 



 
Who We Are: 



 
We are the SoMa StrEat Food Park: the Bay Area’s first and largest food truck park, 
beer garden and event space. Our unique space is open for lunch and dinner 7 days a 
week and features a rotating lineup of over 100 different food trucks, a beer garden, as 
well as lots of fun and exciting weekly and special events that draw in thousands of 
people throughout the Bay Area. 



 
  



History: 
 
SoMa StrEat Food Park was conceived by Carlos Muela, and opened its doors to the 
community on June 12th, 2012. Carlos’ family has been a part of the local food industry 
for over 30 years, and whose restaurants played a major role in helping develop San 
Francisco’s Mission District in the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s.  
  
The idea came when Carlos noticed there was a lack of any permanent locations where 
new food trucks could go and sell. However, Carlos also saw the potential for how such 
a space, if done right, could be much more than just that. Indeed, SoMa StrEat Food 











Park has become so much more than just a food truck park, but a vibrant community 
space that has shifted the entire Bay Area food culture for the better. 



   
Recognition and Accomplishments: 



  
When we first opened our doors, the Park received a tremendous amount of press and 
two and a half years later still receives consistent recognition for our continuous exciting 
events and groundbreaking ideas. 
  
Throughout this period we have made countless valuable connections and clients in 
both the business and media world.  Some examples of clients we have worked with 
include Uber, Dropbox, Virgin America, Intel, UCSF, Lyft, CBS Interactive, First 
Republic Bank, Ford, Chevrolet, Smart Car, AirBNB, Facebook, Google and many 
others! We even held a private “CEO Dinner” with Mission Bay’s  UCSF Children 
Hospital’s very own Marc Benioff plus 10 of his CEO friends including PayPal founder 
Marc Levchin and Yelp founder Jeremy Stoppleman. 
  
Thousands of people come to SoMa StrEat Food Park each week, and we have 
become a major destination attraction of San Francisco. 
  
We have also provided a place for many local businesses, nonprofits and public schools 
to host events and fundraisers and gain exposure with the public. Some of the 
organizations we have worked with in this way include La Cocina, SF/Marin Food 
Bank, the SPCA, The Arc of San Francisco, School of the Arts, Big City 
Montessori School and many more. 
  











Most importantly, SoMa StrEat Food Park has helped to revitalize this once desolate 
area of western SoMa by creating a community hub that uses good food and fun events 
to bring people together and enrich the neighborhood. We took a huge risk in choosing 
this neighborhood, but our concept of a food truck park was so unique and successful 
that not only did we change the neighborhood for the better, we changed the food truck 
industry as a whole. When we first opened, there was only around 20 or so food trucks 
in the business. We now work with over 100 food trucks with new vendors opening each 
week, and we believe that we are largely responsible for this. 



 
What we bring: 



  
We know first hand how food truck parks can change neighborhoods for the better. 
Several different urban planning departments around the world have reached out to us 
to help consult on building food truck parks in their cities as we have proven that this 
development can truly impact a neighborhood and city in a very positive way. 
  
With over 3 years of experience in the food truck park business and over 30 years in the 
restaurant industry, we truly understand how local neighborhoods function and how to 
use food to help improve them. We are extremely passionate about improving urban 
spaces to help strengthen community, and are very excited about the possibility to bring 
this over to other areas of the city, such as Mission Bay. 
  











 
Mission Bay StrEat Food Park: 



  
If we are able to create a StrEat Food Park in Mission Bay, we will bring all the 
amenities and conveniences that have made SoMa StrEat Food Park so successful, 
as well as new services specific to the Mission Bay neighborhood. 
  
While the delicious food trucks will be the bread and butter of the Park, it will be so 
much more than just that. In addition to clean bathrooms and plenty of seating, we can 
create a covered heated seating area so we can stay open through the rainy season. 
The space can also include a beer garden like we have in SoMa, TVs for sporting 
events and outdoor movie nights, surround sound speakers, fun games like skee ball, 
ping pong, basketball, etc. Lots of outdoor plants/foliage, outdoor fire pits, tons of family 
friendly activities. We plan to continue to host our nationally acclaimed events that can 
draw in thousands of people to the space, including food festivals, music festivals, 
sports viewing parties, Holiday events, late night events, and so much more. The 
possibilities are endless. 
  
We will take care of all the logistics of organizing the space, handling garbage, on site 
staff, etc. as we have done this all before.  
  
Additionally, the media reach that we already have will make sure this is project is 
guaranteed to get tons of press throughout the Bay Area and even nationally. 











 
What we need your help with: 



  
Mission Bay can help support us in this project in several ways. Most importantly is 
helping us secure the space with a long-term lease, to provide security for us to invest 
in big ideas. We would also need help making sure the space is connected with the 
proper utilities for electrical, water and gas. 
  
Additionally, we could use your support with obtaining the necessary permits to get the 
Park open quickly and correctly. We know first hand how these permits can sometimes 
take a very long time to secure and in some cases can even kill a project before it even 
has a chance to open/flourish.  
  
Finally, we would love your assistance in connecting us with the people, businesses and 
organizations throughout the neighborhood to help get the word out about this new, 
exciting community space, and the possibility for partnering up for events and long term 
projects to continue to develop and enrich the Mission Bay neighborhood. 
  
Overall, we are very excited about this project, and truly appreciate you giving us the 
opportunity to provide this service to the community.   



 
Sincerely,  
 
Carlos and the SSFP Team  
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BRINGING STREAT FOOD to MISSION BAY 
a taste of things to come...
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MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



We believe in the Potential of Street
Food for Revitalizing Public Spaces



According to a study by the MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning
street food is beneficial because it helps to:



“activate underused public spaces. Food trucks can act as a magnet in otherwise 
ubiquitous landscapes by bringing people to sidewalks, alleyways, and parking lots 
that otherwise go unused. This ability to create hubs of activity and interaction can 
be capitalized on by planners, policy-makers, and designers seeking on-the-ground, 
low-investment mechanisms to improve the urban environment.” (Sheppard 2013)











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



We Know How this Works 
because we’ve already done it



SoMa StrEat Food is: 



• 18,000sf, San Francisco’s first 
permanent food truck park 



• Popular and versatile space for private 
and public events



• A family-friendly place for the 
community to gather



• Regular programming 
• Network of organizations and 



entrepreneurs: Urban Air Market, Etsy, 
La Cocina











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



How/where would this manifest in Mission Bay?
• temporary location
• 15,000sf, right on 4th Street on P13, 



adjacent to the new soccer field
• enlivening P13 and mitigating dust etc 



until the new park is ready to build
• Creates a “third space” for 



neighborhood
• people to have events and get-togethers 
• enlivening the new/future main street/



retail corridor
• This space can be used to encourage 



local entrepreneurs. Potential to 
collaborate further with La Cocina and 
incubate local businesses/residents



• cultural hub, making Mission Bay a 
destination 











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



 Possible Design Features
• Moveable Furniture 
• Shaded seating areas
• A variety of gathering spaces
• unconvential seating options
• planting and green space
• a friendly face to the street
• enclosed and secure but 



welcoming and attractive
• showcase the activity within 



from the outside
• art installations
• bike parking
• live music venue
• festive lighting 
• play space for kids
• dog-friendly area











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



What Could Happen Here? 
• Creates a “third space” for neighborhood 



people to have events and get-togethers 
• live music venue
• movie nights
• place to watch the game
• FESTIVALS (in SoMa we have hosted: Mac and 



Cheese Festival, Vegan Food and Beer Festival, 
Giants/Warriors/Niners viewing parties) 



• place to host markets (farmers’, craft, flea, etc) 
• Nonprofit/Charity/Fundraiser Events
• Municipal/City/ State Government Events
• Educational/School Functions











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



What Could This Space Mean For Mission Bay?



• Draw for young people to move here
• Source of Pride for the Neighborhood
• Economic Impact- Stimulates local
• businesses by bringing consumers here
• Create Open-Ended, Versatile Event Space-
• Long term draw/appeal for neighborhood











MISSION BAY STREAT FOOD PARK



What We’d like to Know from You



• What does this neighborhood need? 
• other things to keep in mind about working and playing in 



Mission Bay?
• great ideas for partners for events, etc? 
• ideas about the name?












Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Sorry I meant a call for Thursday.
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:28 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Sounds great, Lila. Unfortunately, I have limited availability tomorrow except between 1.15 and
4.15pm. Thursday looks wide open though.
I’ll send over materials when I have them.  
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:26 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Laura,
 
It would be great if you get us some materials tomorrow, so that we can get more information on
Carlos’ concept for Mission Bay.   We still want to do a call with you tomorrow about this issue
before releasing the agenda.  I’ll confirm a time with Catherine.
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 12:11 PM
To: Wray, Erica; Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila and Catherine,
 
I’ll send out a calendar invite for next Thursday to discuss a larger strategy for interim use on
P12/P13/P15. Thank you for making the time.
 



mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com
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Lila, if there are any other documents (aside from the SOC Development Plan) that you would like us
to review in terms of the approval parameters/process, please let us know. I believe the Port
granted the Giants a temporary use permit for the Yard. We can do more research if you think that
will be helpful. I imagine that the process/requirements would be different for this project because
of the ownership/jurisdiction/status of P13 is quite different from Lot A.
 
Regarding the StrEat Food Park, my understanding is that after we received the letter from Tiffany
authorizing this interim use (similar to Nomad and the soccer field), Carlos would get the specific
permits for his business/build-out with the Health Department etc directly. He is familiar with this
process since he pioneered it in Soma.  
 
If OCII is open to considering this use, Carlos is available to present next Thursday. The plan would
be to speak on a very broad level about what he’s done in Soma and how this would translate to
Mission Bay. He’s very interested in learning more about what this community would want to see
incorporated into a space like his. I can try to get you some materials by tomorrow if you are still
open to talking about it this Thursday morning.
 
Cheers,
Laura
 
 
 
 


From: Wray, Erica 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila,
 
I thought I'd respond on this.  The pertinent language in 302.7 (Mission Bay South Open Space)
states as follows:  "Only recreational uses and uses accessory to and supportive of recreational use
are permitted in this district including, but not limited to, accessory parking, kiosks and pushcarts..." 
The "including but not limited to" language indicates that kiosks and pushcarts are examples of
recreational uses - not an exhaustive list of recreational uses.  Similar to the soccer use (again, not
explicitly referenced but clearly a recreational use), we'd simply need to have the Agency approve of
the food truck use under 303.3.B (Interim Uses). The first sentence in that section states that
"Interim Uses of over ninety (90) days may be authorized for an initial time period to be determined
by the Executive Director of the Agency not to exceed fifteen (15) years, upon a determination by
the Executive Director that the authorized uses will not impede the orderly development of the Plan
Area as contemplated by this Plan." 
 
Erica
 







Erica E. Wray
COO & General Counsel
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin St., San Francisco, CA 94158
Direct (415) 355-6623
Cell (650) 867-7525
Fax (415) 355-6666
 
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 5:43 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Laura,
 
Before we confirm Carlos’ attendance with the Soma StrEat Food did you have a chance to look over
the allowed interim uses of the Redevelopment Plan for the Open Space parcels?  I don’t think Food
Trucks were considered as an allowed interim use but rather kiosks and push carts, but do you mind
double checking it?  Perhaps there is some room for interpretation.  It might be helpful to research
\how the Port was able to do the Yard set up over an open space parcel use or what sort of special
findings were made to permit the use. 
 
Catherine and I are available to meet next Thursday at 2:30pm to discuss the bigger picture of
Interim Uses for the parks.  I think as part of your proposals,  it would be helpful to see how they
comply with the uses within the Redevelopment Plan.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 2:43 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
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Hi Lila and Catherine,
Hope your weeks are off to a great start.
I’m following up to see if either or both of you are available for 1) A phone call Thursday morning to
talk about the food truck park we’re proposing next to the soccer field and 2) an in-person meeting
next week of April 6 to take a big picture look at interim use for P12-P13-P15. For the in person
meeting, we have these times available currently:  Monday 4/6 -  before 11:30 or after 2; Tuesday
4/7 before 3:30pm; Thursday, 4/9 2:30 until the CAC meeting. Does anything work in those time
frames?
 
As I mentioned I’d like to introduce the food truck park idea again with the CAC. We mentioned it
briefly when talking about the soccer field, but now that we have a potential tenant and a clear
precedent project we can be more concrete.  Carlos Muela, the founder of Soma StrEat Food Park,
has offered to come to the CAC meeting as well, if appropriate. What do you think about putting us
on the agenda?
 
Thanks,
Laura
 


From: Tepper, Laura 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:39 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila,
I think we’ll need an in person meeting to really look at the overall plan including visuals. It would be
great if you and Catherine could both attend. It sounds like we’ll have to look at the week of April 6.
Can you propose some possible times? 
 
We could do a call just about the StrEat Food Park on Thursday morning if you’re amenable to that.
It would be great to get the ball rolling with that.  I think it would be a great complement to the
soccer field when that gets up and running, and it seems like there’s interest in the community for
an active, gathering place of that kind. It could be relatively short call. I’d like to see if we can bring
Carlos Muela to the CAC in the near future to introduce the project. Because of his work founding
SoMa StrEat Food, he has quite a bit of experience with community engagement.
 
Thanks,
Laura
 
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:21 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
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Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
I cannot do an in person meeting on Thursday, do you mind if we do it by phone?    
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 6:09 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila – Can you meet at 10am at MBDG on Thursday? If not, let’s plan for 9.30am, but Luke may
not be able to join us.
 
We’d specifically like to talk about:


1)       A food truck park adjacent to the soccer field at P13 (we mentioned this briefly at the CAC
previously). This project would potentially be lead by Carlos Muela, founder of Soma StrEat
Food Park. This is the City’s first permanent food truck park and has transformed a vacant
lot into vibrant gathering space for all types of people, age groups and events – both private
and public.


2)       A more comprehensive strategy for interim use at P12-P13-P15, including the structure for
a possible RFP


3)       Permitting and approvals process for interim uses in general
 
I’ll work to send you some materials in advance to review. Let me know if you have any questions in
the meantime and what will work best for you scheduling-wise.
 
Thanks and have a great evening,
 
Laura
 
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 1:13 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Laura,
 
Catherine is at an off-site meeting through Thursday working on Warriors items, so next week would


be better.  April 1st is starting to look bad , I can do it if it is between 11-12:00pm.  How does
9:30am on Thursday look for you? Alternatively, we will look at times for 4/6 as well.


Thanks,
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Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 5:50 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila, Just confirming that you mean next week (starting 3/30) rather than this week. That
Wednesday (4/1) we could meet sometime between 1:30-3:30, but not too much later. Thursday,
4/2, also looks really open for us except between 1 and 2pm. If neither of those days works, perhaps
we can look at Monday, 4/6?
 
I’m adding Erica to the thread with the hope that she’ll be able to join us.
 
I will certainly plan on sending you material to review in advance.
 
Thanks ,
Laura
 


From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:49 PM
To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Laura,
 
I have time late Wed afternoon.  Catherine is pretty swamped with Warriors EIR and design review
stuff, but I will see if she can make a call. Alternatively, if you wanted to shoot over some of the
interim ideas for the commons in advance that would be great.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
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One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:44 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
Subject: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
 
Hi Lila and Catherine,
 
Thank you so much for getting the approval letter signed for the P13 soccer field. We’re thrilled to
be putting that project in motion finally.
Now that we’re gaining momentum, we’d like to set up a time to brainstorm with you about the
bigger vision for interim use on P12, P13, and P15. We have some ideas we’d like to share and
questions to ask.
 
We saw a number of CAC regulars at The Yard opening festivities last week, and there seems to be a
lot of enthusiasm for getting some similar activity elsewhere in Mission Bay.
 
Could we set up a time to talk in person next week? We have some flexibility on our end most days
except for Tuesday. It would be great to be able to bring some ideas to the next CAC meeting on
April 9.  Please let us know about your availability.
 
Hope everybody’s week is off to a great start.
 
Cheers,
 
 
Laura Tepper
Consulting Project Manager
Mission Bay Development Group
office: (415) 355-6607
mobile: (213) 447-3037
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From: Todd Simpson
To: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Beaupre, David (PRT)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay CAC
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2015 6:55:34 PM
Attachments: SF MB Waterfront.pdf


Catherine, Erin, David:


I have been attending the Warriors progress meetings, and it struck me that if I
could get them interested in "an improved waterfront experience", that it might have
a better chance.


I wrote up a _very_ rough outline - capturing my previous email in a bit more
depth.  See the attached pdf.  Sorry about the amateur drawings; hopefully they get
the ideas across.


Would you have suggestions for next steps?  I know this is a very long shot....but it
is worth trying, at least in my opinion. 


Thanks,
Todd


On Sun, Oct 5, 2014 at 11:40 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Hi Todd,


You may also be interested in the work around the Blue Greenway.  TAF is actually under the
jurisdiction of the Port, and they're leading this project that includes improvements for bicycle and
pedestrian access along that roadway.  I've copied the project manager, David Beaupre here for
your information.  He can give you a better overview of the planned future street circulation and
implementation timing.  


I also wanted to let you know that I'm not only coordinating for the Warriors project at the SFMTA,
but I'm also the Project Manager for the Waterfront Transportation Assessment.  We're just
beginning its 2nd phase:  the SoMa-Mission Bay-Central Waterfront Transportation Needs &
Solutions Analysis, where we'll be taking a look at future capacity and demands on major
transportation corridors throughout this part of the city as it grows in the future.  I hope you'll sign up
for the mailing list by clicking on the "Receive Updates" tab.  Please note that I'm in the process of a
big update currently, and there aren't any new topics just yet, but you will be included on the list for
the update coming out very soon.  


Best,


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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An	  Opportunity	  to	  Build	  a	  World-‐class	  Waterfront	  	  
in	  San	  Francisco’s	  Mission	  Bay	  



	  
April,	  2015	  



Todd	  Simpson	  
Radiance	  (Mission	  Bay	  Blvd	  N.	  and	  Terry	  A.	  François	  Blvd).	  



	  
[Note:	  parts	  of	  this	  vision	  are	  hard	  to	  capture	  in	  a	  document;	  please	  contact	  me	  at	  
todd.g.simpson@gmail.com,	  and	  I	  can	  talk	  you	  through	  the	  vision.]	  
	  
Overview	  
	  



• Waterfront	  experiences	  in	  many	  cities	  around	  the	  world	  are	  amazing	  
because	  they	  were	  designed	  around	  people,	  not	  cars.	  
	  



• San	  Francisco	  lacks	  such	  an	  experience	  (with	  the	  possible	  exception	  of	  Ocean	  
Beach)	  as	  the	  Embarcadero	  is	  primarily	  a	  four	  lane	  road,	  and	  only	  
secondarily	  a	  human	  space.	  	  This	  is	  a	  probably	  a	  by-‐product	  of	  the	  evolution	  
of	  the	  city,	  as	  opposed	  to	  a	  design	  goal.	  
	  



• The	  development	  of	  the	  Mission	  Bay	  area	  is	  at	  a	  critical	  stage.	  	  With	  the	  
Giants	  already	  in	  residence,	  and	  with	  the	  Warriors	  planned	  presence,	  the	  
area	  has	  great	  potential	  to	  be	  a	  human	  space,	  and	  an	  amazing	  waterfront	  
experience.	  



o Imagine	  being	  able	  to	  walk	  from	  the	  new	  Warriors	  stadium	  to	  the	  
waterfront,	  without	  having	  to	  fight	  traffic.	  



o Imagine	  joining	  a	  pre-‐Giants	  game	  party	  on	  a	  beautiful	  waterfront,	  
and	  then	  being	  able	  to	  walk	  easily	  to	  the	  game.	  



o Imagine	  strolling	  along	  the	  Mission	  Bay	  waterfront	  without	  the	  noise	  
and	  pollution	  from	  cement	  trucks,	  buses,	  and	  other	  traffic	  ruining	  
your	  experience.	  
	  



• This	  vision	  is	  possible	  and	  feasible.	  	  Traffic	  planning	  and	  routing	  is	  still	  
underway,	  and	  large	  parts	  of	  Terry	  A.	  Francois	  (TAF)	  Boulevard	  will	  be	  
redeveloped	  in	  the	  next	  few	  years.	  



o All	  traffic	  on	  TAF	  enters	  and	  exits	  on	  3rd	  (or	  Illinois	  to	  the	  South).	  
o Intuitively,	  proper	  traffic	  management	  on	  Illinois,	  3rd,	  4th,	  and	  16th	  can	  



route	  all	  non-‐local	  traffic	  away	  from	  the	  waterfront.	  
o TAF	  could	  be	  developed	  as	  a	  local	  traffic,	  smaller	  (2	  lane),	  bike	  



friendly,	  slow	  speed	  limit	  road,	  helping	  to	  realize	  the	  vision	  of	  an	  
amazing	  waterfront	  experience.	  



o The	  Warriors	  could	  take	  direct	  advantage	  of	  this	  by	  providing	  
pedestrian	  friendly	  access	  from	  the	  East	  of	  end	  of	  the	  stadium	  to	  the	  
waterfront	  park	  –	  the	  park	  would	  become	  an	  extension	  of	  the	  stadium	  
experience.	  











o The	  Giants,	  as	  they	  develop	  their	  land,	  could	  extend	  this	  experience	  all	  
the	  way	  to	  the	  ATT	  park.	  
	  



• San	  Francisco	  is	  a	  world	  class	  city.	  	  Adding	  a	  world	  class	  waterfront	  will	  
enhance	  this,	  and	  presumable	  (I	  don’t	  have	  proof)	  drive	  significant	  economic	  
benefits.	  



	  
	  
	  
Details	  
	  
Here	  is	  a	  representative	  view	  of	  San	  Francisco’s	  main	  waterfront	  experience.	  	  Of	  
course,	  there	  are	  some	  small	  segments	  of	  the	  Embarcadero	  that	  are	  better	  than	  this,	  
but	  the	  majority	  is	  more	  like	  walking	  along	  a	  freeway,	  than	  walking	  along	  a	  
waterfront.	  
	  



	  
	  
Here	  are	  views	  of	  other	  cities.	  
	  



	  Vancouver	  
	  











	  	  Barcelona	  
	  



	  	  Portland	  
	  
	  
The	  current	  traffic	  design	  for	  Mission	  Bay	  is	  slightly	  better	  than	  the	  average	  
Embarcadero	  experience	  (as	  the	  park	  will	  provide	  some	  separation	  from	  traffic),	  but	  
is	  far	  from	  as	  good	  as	  it	  could	  be.	  
	  
The	  Barcelona	  boardwalk	  is	  a	  great	  example	  of	  how,	  by	  limiting	  the	  proximity	  and	  
volume	  of	  traffic,	  a	  waterfront	  can	  be	  transformed	  into	  an	  amazing	  experience.	  	  The	  
crowds	  and	  activity	  on	  the	  Barcelona	  boardwalk	  are	  amazing,	  and	  must	  contribute	  
dramatically	  to	  the	  overall	  economy	  of	  the	  city.	  
	  
The	  Opportunity	  
	  
I	  am	  not	  a	  traffic,	  or	  urban,	  planner,	  and	  claim	  no	  specific	  experience	  in	  this	  field.	  	  
Therefore,	  the	  following	  may	  be	  naïve	  in	  some	  respects.	  
	  
However,	  the	  intention	  here	  is	  to	  realize	  the	  vision	  of	  a	  better	  waterfront.	  	  If	  my	  
approach,	  proposed	  below,	  is	  not	  feasible,	  I	  am	  sure	  that	  more	  qualified	  people	  
could	  still	  achieve	  the	  vision.	  	  In	  particular,	  if	  the	  Warriors	  and	  Giants	  were	  
motivated	  to	  make	  this	  happen,	  I	  am	  sure	  it	  could	  be	  achieved.	  











	  
	  
Traffic	  flow:	  
	  



1. TAF	  forms	  a	  horseshoe	  from	  Illinois	  in	  the	  South	  to	  3rd	  on	  the	  North,	  with	  all	  
cross	  streets	  connecting	  to	  3rd.	  	  Thus,	  all	  traffic	  must	  eventually	  funnel	  back	  
to	  3rd	  or	  Illinois.	  	  Using	  TAF	  is	  the	  “long	  way	  around”.	  



a. At	  least	  in	  theory,	  appropriate	  traffic	  light	  duty	  cycles	  on	  3rd	  would	  be	  
more	  efficient	  than	  routing	  traffic	  on	  TAF	  
	  



2. Traffic	  will	  also	  naturally	  move	  to	  4th;	  we	  see	  this	  during	  Giants	  games	  now.	  
While	  the	  opening	  of	  the	  7th	  Street	  west	  entrance	  will	  help,	  we	  should	  expect	  
all	  three	  of	  these	  exits	  to	  become	  completely	  clogged.	  



a. Temporary	  one-‐way	  provisions	  during	  heavy	  traffic	  periods	  might	  
help.	  	  For	  example,	  3rd	  street	  from	  Mission	  Rock	  to	  King	  Street	  could	  
be	  one	  way	  after	  games	  to	  accelerate	  traffic	  across	  Mission	  Creek.	  
	  











	  
3. Emergency	  traffic	  to	  and	  from	  the	  Hospitals	  can	  primarily	  use	  16th	  Street.	  	  



Police	  traffic	  is	  going	  to	  be	  a	  challenge	  after	  games.	  
a. It	  is	  possible	  that	  all	  Emergency	  traffic	  would	  benefit	  from	  making	  



TAF	  a	  “local	  only”	  street.	  	  TAF	  would	  be	  clear	  during	  high	  traffic	  times	  
allowing	  emergency	  vehicles	  faster	  access	  to	  the	  exit	  points	  on	  Third	  
and/or	  Illinois.	  	  



i. Of	  course,	  should	  this	  work	  out,	  we	  would	  only	  want	  that	  
routing	  during	  traffic	  jams.	  	  In	  normal	  conditions	  there	  is	  also	  
no	  need	  for	  emergency	  vehicles	  on	  TAF.	  
	  



4. Pier	  50	  traffic	  (Bauer	  buses,	  for	  example)	  should	  be	  able	  to	  use	  Mission	  Rock	  
to	  3rd	  street.	  	  There	  is	  no	  need	  for	  this	  traffic	  to	  go	  north	  or	  south	  on	  TAF.	  



	  
Current	  Warriors	  Traffic	  Plan.	  
	  
The	  current	  traffic	  management	  plan	  from	  the	  Warriors	  is	  in	  exact	  opposition	  to	  this	  
proposal.	  
	  



1. Northbound	  traffic	  from	  the	  arena	  is	  forced	  onto	  TAF.	  	  This	  traffic	  must	  then	  
travel	  north	  and	  eventually	  merge	  back	  onto	  3rd.	  	  This	  will	  force	  traffic	  
through	  the	  waterfront	  (the	  antithesis	  of	  this	  plan)	  and	  along	  Mission	  Bay	  
Blvd	  N.	  (a	  quiet	  residential	  street)	  and	  China	  Basin/Mission	  Rock	  (where	  the	  
police	  station	  is).	  
	  



2. Southbound	  traffic	  is	  less	  problematic.	  	  However,	  note	  that	  southbound	  
traffic	  on	  TAF	  must	  merge	  onto	  Illinois	  and/or	  3rd,	  so	  again,	  there	  is	  no	  gain	  
in	  using	  TAF.	  



	  
This	  design	  was	  done	  for	  good	  reasons.	  	  The	  primary	  one	  is	  to	  enable	  the	  safe	  exit	  of	  
pedestrian	  traffic	  to	  the	  MUNI	  on	  Third	  –	  laudable	  and	  necessary	  goal.	  
	  
The	  issue	  is	  that	  the	  Northbound	  MUNI	  station	  is	  north	  of	  South	  Street,	  so	  
pedestrians	  need	  to	  exit	  the	  arena,	  and	  cross	  over	  to	  the	  station.	  
	  
A	  reasonable	  solution,	  which	  also	  meets	  the	  goals	  of	  this	  proposal,	  is	  to	  partition	  off	  
one	  lane	  of	  third	  (the	  lane	  next	  to	  the	  train	  tracks)	  up	  to	  the	  station	  entry	  point.	  
	  
The	  (very	  rough)	  diagram	  below	  shows	  this	  solution	  as	  the	  dotted	  lines	  just	  above	  
and	  to	  the	  right	  of	  the	  arena.	  	  	  This	  leaves	  a	  single	  northbound	  lane	  of	  3rd	  open…but	  
this	  lane	  can	  very	  quickly	  become	  both	  lanes	  of	  third.	  	  Given	  there	  is	  a	  smaller	  
number	  of	  cars	  exiting	  to	  the	  North	  of	  the	  stadium	  (say	  300),	  it	  is	  reasonable	  to	  
funnel	  them	  as	  a	  single	  lane	  onto	  3rd	  (northbound),	  and	  single	  lane	  onto	  TAF	  
(southbound	  only)	  
	  
	  











	  
	  
	  
How	  the	  waterfront	  could	  be…	  
	  
The	  following	  sketch	  shows	  the	  current	  plan	  for	  TAF,	  and	  the	  proposal.	  
	  
The	  current	  plan,	  for	  reference,	  is	  on	  the	  left.	  	  TAF	  is	  a	  4	  lane	  +	  2	  parking	  lanes	  +	  bike	  
path	  width.	  	  It	  has	  been	  straightened	  –	  presumably	  to	  make	  it	  better	  for	  cars.	  
	  
An	  idea	  for	  a	  new	  layout	  is	  on	  the	  right.	  



-‐ TAF	  is	  two	  lanes	  wide,	  with	  bike	  paths	  meandering	  alongside	  
-‐ There	  are	  a	  few	  90	  degree	  parking	  areas,	  providing	  for	  as	  much	  parking	  as	  



now,	  but	  within	  more	  limited	  areas.	  
-‐ In	  front	  of	  the	  Warriors	  stadium	  there	  is	  an	  island	  between	  the	  northbound	  



and	  southbound	  lanes.	  	  	  
o This	  allows	  pedestrians	  to	  easily	  cross	  each	  lane	  safely.	  	  You	  can	  look	  



in	  just	  one	  direction	  at	  a	  time.	  
o Vehicles	  need	  to	  slow	  down	  to	  go	  around	  the	  island.	  











o The	  island	  could	  have	  a	  waterfront	  structure	  –	  perhaps	  a	  structural	  
mirror	  to	  the	  gatehouse	  on	  3rd.	  	  



o There	  is	  room	  next	  to	  the	  Warriors	  plaza’s	  on	  third	  for	  some	  of	  the	  
shade	  trees	  –	  again,	  to	  mirror	  the	  feel	  on	  3rd.	  	  	  This	  would	  shelter	  the	  
plaza’s	  from	  the	  road.	  



	  



	  
	  
	  











	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Assuming	  a	  traffic	  solution	  can	  be	  found	  to	  fit	  the	  waterfront	  vision,	  it	  would	  be	  
possible	  to	  update	  TAF	  into	  an	  interesting	  street.	  	  	  



• It	  could	  be	  two	  lanes	  (one	  in	  each	  direction)	  plus	  a	  bike	  path.	  
• It	  could	  have	  a	  slow	  speed	  limit	  (10	  mph)	  
• The	  boat	  dock	  parking	  lot	  could	  be	  reduced,	  allowing	  more	  pedestrian	  traffic	  



space.	  (The	  boat	  launch	  parking	  lot	  is	  very	  lightly	  used;	  my	  condo	  faces	  the	  
dock,	  and	  there	  is	  rarely	  more	  than	  a	  couple	  of	  boat	  trailers	  in	  use)	  



• It	  could	  have	  some	  90	  degree	  parking.	  	  This	  would	  replace	  the	  linear	  parking	  
and	  take	  up	  only	  ½	  as	  much	  of	  the	  road	  length,	  leaving	  the	  rest	  more	  open.	  



• It	  would	  not	  need	  to	  be	  100%	  straight.	  	  It	  could	  meander	  slightly,	  breaking	  
up	  the	  site	  lines	  and	  the	  feel	  of	  being	  “designed	  for	  cars”.	  



	  
	  












From: Todd Simpson [todd.g.simpson@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine
Cc: Miller, Erin
Subject: Re: Mission Bay CAC


Catherine, Erin.


Thanks for the friendly reply.  I would love to be an advocate for this, so please let me
know when, where, and how I could participate.  I will be at the next CAC meeting, but if
there is anything to do before then, just let me know.


Enjoy the awesome weather this weekend.
Todd


On Thu, Sep 25, 2014 at 12:40 AM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi, Todd - thanks for sending the email (great summary and well thought out).  There is
not one single person that would be involved in addressing this, but I have cc-ed Erin
Miller, who is the lead for the SFMTA for the GSW project.  I will also forward your
comment to the larger team.  We are in the process of looking at all the surrounding
streets/transportation systems so it is a good time to throw this into the mix.


Catherine Reilly


From: Todd Simpson <todd.g.simpson@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 20, 2014 4:22 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Mission Bay CAC
 
Catherine,


We met briefly after the Thursday Warriors update at the Mission Bay CAC meeting.


I was hoping that you would introduce me to the individual/department responsible for
traffic planning, and in particular, for the redevelopment of Terry A. Francois Blvd.


For your interest, I have included my comment/question below.


Regards,
Todd Simpson.



mailto:todd.g.simpson@gmail.com
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---


Hello,


As a resident of Mission Bay (at the Radiance) I am interested in the plans to redevelop
Terry A. Francois Blvd (TAF).


My suggestion is to focus on making TAF a quiet, pedestrian and cycle friendly street.  In
particular, designing it to be a 2-lane (total), low speed road, as opposed to being a 4-
lane high traffic area.


With the development of the park at P21 and P22, it would be great if the environment
was quiet and pedestrian friendly.  We have the opportunity to create a space that is
unlike the rest of the embarcadero, where high traffic volume detracts from the beauty
of the waterfront.  The area adjacent to P21 and P22 could be much more like a beach
boulevard, as opposed to a high volume city street.


This opportunity exists because TAF is essentially a horseshoe, routing traffic back to 3rd
street at either end.  Ultimately, all traffic must flow to 3rd Street (and to Illinois and 4th
street) to exit the horseshoe.  It seems plausible that traffic flows and stoplight duty
cycles could be programmed to encourage lower traffic volumes on TAF within the
horseshoe without impacting overall ingress/egress efficiency.


Ignoring, for the moment, the impact of Giants and Warriors traffic, this seems highly
feasible.  I am not a traffic engineer, but I also believe that we could keep TAF small (2
lanes total) and quiet, even accounting for Giants and Warriors traffic.  In particular:


1) during non-peak times, TAF could be a quiet two-way, low speed beach boulevard
with extra parking, bike and pedestrian access, due to the two-lane design.


2) during pre and post game traffic surges, the 2-lane TAF could be uni-directional.  For
Giants game, it could funnel traffic to the South.  For Warriors games, Southbound
traffic would go to Illinois and 3rd Street, and TAF could be two-lanes moving North to
the 3rd Street bridge.


3) the duty cycles on 3rd Street and 4th Street intersections could encourage the use of
these major thoroughfares for both ingress and egress during peak times.


4) With the existing Giants stadium, and with the proposed truck access to the Warriors
complex, truck traffic should already be designed to avoid TAF.







5) There are already lots of walking / running / community events using TAF.  Making it
purpose built for these types of events makes sense.


Again, we have the opportunity to make TAF something special.  A quiet, friendly part of
the Mission Bay ocean-side experience.  If we simply develop it into a 4-lane, high
volume, undifferentiated city street, I feel that we will have lost an opportunity.


I hope that this request makes sense.  If I can provide further input, you can reach me at
todd.g.simpson@gmail.com and/or at 615-676-1682.


Regards,
Todd Simpson
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57:40 PM


Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
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Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project Warriors Pending  Should be similar in







Site Plan   format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken







from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.







 
  3-13 Project South and


West Elevations
Warriors Pending  Should be similar in


format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted







SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 10:06:49 AM


Hi Chris, we'll work on getting this to you right away.  Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors project and
the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is requesting the
following materials and information:
 


1.        Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in
this figure to ESA in AutoCAD.
 


2.        Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported
the Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.        If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the
helipad?


4.        A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established
safety criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-
established safety criteria?


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
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From: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:34:24 AM


I asked her to include that information, it should be in the revised ppt.  Also, what did we decide to do
about the press person?


Sent from my iPhone


> On Apr 8, 2015, at 11:27 AM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> I looked at the PPT.  Are you going to have them include anything that talks about hours of
operation, days/week, etc?  Or is the idea to get feedback from the community on the concept first and
then come back with more details?
>
> Thanks
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 4:25 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
>
> I’m enclosing preliminary proposal Carlos gave MBDG, as well as the very beginning of a presentation
that I’m working on with him. It is incomplete and has yet to be illustrated, but I wanted to show you
where we are going. The first page shows the location of the proposed project adjacent to the soccer
field. I’m pulling together more information still. Operating hours would begin with lunch and when the
soccer field is open and possibly expand. He would like to build up to 10 food trucks, but will probably
start with fewer.
>
> I’ll continue to flesh this out, but please let me know when you’re ready for a preliminary discussion.
Also, if there is specific information you need, that would be helpful for me to know as well.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Laura
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:30 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Sorry I meant a call for Thursday.
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
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> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:28 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Sounds great, Lila. Unfortunately, I have limited availability tomorrow except between 1.15 and
4.15pm. Thursday looks wide open though.
> I’ll send over materials when I have them.
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:26 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Wray, Erica
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Laura,
>
> It would be great if you get us some materials tomorrow, so that we can get more information on
Carlos’ concept for Mission Bay.   We still want to do a call with you tomorrow about this issue before
releasing the agenda.  I’ll confirm a time with Catherine.
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 12:11 PM
> To: Wray, Erica; Hussain, Lila (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
>
> I’ll send out a calendar invite for next Thursday to discuss a larger strategy for interim use on
P12/P13/P15. Thank you for making the time.
>
> Lila, if there are any other documents (aside from the SOC Development Plan) that you would like us
to review in terms of the approval parameters/process, please let us know. I believe the Port granted
the Giants a temporary use permit for the Yard. We can do more research if you think that will be
helpful. I imagine that the process/requirements would be different for this project because of the
ownership/jurisdiction/status of P13 is quite different from Lot A.
>
> Regarding the StrEat Food Park, my understanding is that after we received the letter from Tiffany
authorizing this interim use (similar to Nomad and the soccer field), Carlos would get the specific
permits for his business/build-out with the Health Department etc directly. He is familiar with this
process since he pioneered it in Soma.
>
> If OCII is open to considering this use, Carlos is available to present next Thursday. The plan would
be to speak on a very broad level about what he’s done in Soma and how this would translate to
Mission Bay. He’s very interested in learning more about what this community would want to see
incorporated into a space like his. I can try to get you some materials by tomorrow if you are still open
to talking about it this Thursday morning.
>
> Cheers,
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> Laura
>
>
>
>
> From: Wray, Erica
> Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 10:34 AM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
>
> I thought I'd respond on this.  The pertinent language in 302.7 (Mission Bay South Open Space)
states as follows:  "Only recreational uses and uses accessory to and supportive of recreational use are
permitted in this district including, but not limited to, accessory parking, kiosks and pushcarts..."  The
"including but not limited to" language indicates that kiosks and pushcarts are examples of recreational
uses - not an exhaustive list of recreational uses.  Similar to the soccer use (again, not explicitly
referenced but clearly a recreational use), we'd simply need to have the Agency approve of the food
truck use under 303.3.B (Interim Uses). The first sentence in that section states that "Interim Uses of
over ninety (90) days may be authorized for an initial time period to be determined by the Executive
Director of the Agency not to exceed fifteen (15) years, upon a determination by the Executive Director
that the authorized uses will not impede the orderly development of the Plan Area as contemplated by
this Plan."
>
> Erica
>
> Erica E. Wray
> COO & General Counsel
> Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
> 410 China Basin St., San Francisco, CA 94158
> Direct (415) 355-6623
> Cell (650) 867-7525
> Fax (415) 355-6666
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 5:43 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Laura,
>
> Before we confirm Carlos’ attendance with the Soma StrEat Food did you have a chance to look over
the allowed interim uses of the Redevelopment Plan for the Open Space parcels?  I don’t think Food
Trucks were considered as an allowed interim use but rather kiosks and push carts, but do you mind
double checking it?  Perhaps there is some room for interpretation.  It might be helpful to research \how
the Port was able to do the Yard set up over an open space parcel use or what sort of special findings
were made to permit the use.
>
> Catherine and I are available to meet next Thursday at 2:30pm to discuss the bigger picture of
Interim Uses for the parks.  I think as part of your proposals,  it would be helpful to see how they
comply with the uses within the Redevelopment Plan.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
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> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 2:43 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
> Hope your weeks are off to a great start.
> I’m following up to see if either or both of you are available for 1) A phone call Thursday morning to
talk about the food truck park we’re proposing next to the soccer field and 2) an in-person meeting
next week of April 6 to take a big picture look at interim use for P12-P13-P15. For the in person
meeting, we have these times available currently:  Monday 4/6 -  before 11:30 or after 2; Tuesday 4/7
before 3:30pm; Thursday, 4/9 2:30 until the CAC meeting. Does anything work in those time frames?
>
> As I mentioned I’d like to introduce the food truck park idea again with the CAC. We mentioned it
briefly when talking about the soccer field, but now that we have a potential tenant and a clear
precedent project we can be more concrete.  Carlos Muela, the founder of Soma StrEat Food Park, has
offered to come to the CAC meeting as well, if appropriate. What do you think about putting us on the
agenda?
>
> Thanks,
> Laura
>
> From: Tepper, Laura
> Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:39 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila,
> I think we’ll need an in person meeting to really look at the overall plan including visuals. It would be
great if you and Catherine could both attend. It sounds like we’ll have to look at the week of April 6.
Can you propose some possible times?
>
> We could do a call just about the StrEat Food Park on Thursday morning if you’re amenable to that.
It would be great to get the ball rolling with that.  I think it would be a great complement to the soccer
field when that gets up and running, and it seems like there’s interest in the community for an active,
gathering place of that kind. It could be relatively short call. I’d like to see if we can bring Carlos Muela
to the CAC in the near future to introduce the project. Because of his work founding SoMa StrEat Food,
he has quite a bit of experience with community engagement.
>
> Thanks,
> Laura
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:21 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> I cannot do an in person meeting on Thursday, do you mind if we do it by phone?
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>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 6:09 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila – Can you meet at 10am at MBDG on Thursday? If not, let’s plan for 9.30am, but Luke may
not be able to join us.
>
> We’d specifically like to talk about:
>
> 1)      A food truck park adjacent to the soccer field at P13 (we mentioned this briefly at the CAC
previously). This project would potentially be lead by Carlos Muela, founder of Soma StrEat Food
Park<http://somastreatfoodpark.com/>. This is the City’s first permanent food truck park and has
transformed a vacant lot into vibrant gathering space for all types of people, age groups and events –
both private and public.
>
> 2)      A more comprehensive strategy for interim use at P12-P13-P15, including the structure for a
possible RFP
>
> 3)      Permitting and approvals process for interim uses in general
>
> I’ll work to send you some materials in advance to review. Let me know if you have any questions in
the meantime and what will work best for you scheduling-wise.
>
> Thanks and have a great evening,
>
> Laura
>
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 1:13 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Laura,
>
> Catherine is at an off-site meeting through Thursday working on Warriors items, so next week would
be better.  April 1st is starting to look bad , I can do it if it is between 11-12:00pm.  How does 9:30am
on Thursday look for you? Alternatively, we will look at times for 4/6 as well.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 5:50 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Wray, Erica
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> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila, Just confirming that you mean next week (starting 3/30) rather than this week. That
Wednesday (4/1) we could meet sometime between 1:30-3:30, but not too much later. Thursday, 4/2,
also looks really open for us except between 1 and 2pm. If neither of those days works, perhaps we
can look at Monday, 4/6?
>
> I’m adding Erica to the thread with the hope that she’ll be able to join us.
>
> I will certainly plan on sending you material to review in advance.
>
> Thanks ,
> Laura
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (ADM) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:49 PM
> To: Tepper, Laura; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
> Subject: RE: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Laura,
>
> I have time late Wed afternoon.  Catherine is pretty swamped with Warriors EIR and design review
stuff, but I will see if she can make a call. Alternatively, if you wanted to shoot over some of the interim
ideas for the commons in advance that would be great.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Tepper, Laura [mailto:ltepper@mbaydevelopment.com]
> Sent: Monday, March 23, 2015 2:44 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Stewart, Luke; Stewart, Luke
> Subject: Interim Use at Mission Bay Commons
>
> Hi Lila and Catherine,
>
> Thank you so much for getting the approval letter signed for the P13 soccer field. We’re thrilled to be
putting that project in motion finally.
> Now that we’re gaining momentum, we’d like to set up a time to brainstorm with you about the
bigger vision for interim use on P12, P13, and P15. We have some ideas we’d like to share and
questions to ask.
>
> We saw a number of CAC regulars at The Yard opening festivities last week, and there seems to be a
lot of enthusiasm for getting some similar activity elsewhere in Mission Bay.
>
> Could we set up a time to talk in person next week? We have some flexibility on our end most days
except for Tuesday. It would be great to be able to bring some ideas to the next CAC meeting on April
9.  Please let us know about your availability.
>
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> Hope everybody’s week is off to a great start.
>
> Cheers,
>
>
> Laura Tepper
> Consulting Project Manager
> Mission Bay Development Group
> office: (415) 355-6607
> mobile: (213) 447-3037
>
>
>
> <MissionBayStrEatFoodPark-Proposal small.pdf>
> <150331 StreEat Food Presentation - draft.pdf>








From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18:53 PM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2014-09-25.pdf


UCSF-4 FAA Determination 2.pdf
UCSF-4 Caltrans Heliport Permit.pdf


Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.


Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
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criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jesse Blout; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:56:15 PM


Clarke,
 
Regarding MEI, while I do not know the full situation with them, I’d like to express again that the
business circumstance of replacing MEI with AE3 is fully supportable when MEI was given several
opportunities, in good faith, to negotiate an agreement but didn’t. Please keep this in mind as you
discuss next steps.
 
Sincerely,
Ray
 
 


From: Lee, Raymond (CII) 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:50 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Julia Nunes
(jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
 
Clarke,
 
Thank you for providing the fee/scope breakdown and please proceed with awards. For clarity, our
Commissioners have requested that we examine associate relationships and separately identify SBE
credits (those dollars credited toward the SBE goal) from actual SBE participation. Under this basis,
we will fully recognize the MEP fees toward the SBE goal and will separately report on actual SBE
participation when the time comes. The BMS fee, however, will not be counted towards the goal,
but please be assured that this will not detract from the message we intend to convey, which is the
tremendous cooperation and efforts your team has exerted thus far.
 
Please call me or George if you have any question or concerns.
 
Thanks,
Ray
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 10:45 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
 
George,
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Per your request, attached is the fee/scope split between SSR and its SBE partners for
Mechanical/Plumbing and for Electrical. As you can see, each SBE will retain a minimum of 35% of
the scope and fee related to its discipline.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. We’d like to award these disciplines as soon as
possible. I’ll be out on vacation next week, so I’ve copied SSR here so they may award in my absence
if you don’t have a chance to review today.
 
Lastly, we had a productive meeting with MEI yesterday. We clarified scope and fee, as well as
overall performance expectations. Our team needs to discuss next steps, and as you and I discussed,
I’ll be sure to connect with you before any announcements are made.
 
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: Rich, Ken (ECN)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: today"s warriors check in
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:10:49 AM


Can we do a quick 3:30 check in by phone?
 
877-336-1828, 955112
 
 
 
_________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(415) 554-5194
ken.rich@sfgov.org
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Olea, Ricardo (MTA)
Cc: Folks, Tom (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 4:11:59 PM
Importance: High


Ricardo,
 
I think it is probably possible, but I am sharing this with Catherine Reilly, as she is better suited to
coordinate for the Warriors on outreach. 
 


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: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: Re: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
 
Erin - Can someone in the Warriors city team reach out to this neighborhood group on these
next steps?   They should be aware of any concerns Mr. deCastro has given their key
proximity to the project. 
 
Ricardo


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:33 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I think the timing for the 280 interchange are in the hands of Caltrans and UCSF.  The
Warriors are not making changes, only.  The presentation John is referring to is an early
Transportation Management Plan.  If we are doing any work on that interchange, I am
not specifically familiar with it. 
 
As far as Warriors participation, the DSEIR is anticipated in late May.  The Mission Bay
CAC may also include Warriors related topics on their agendas, and he might have the
opportunity to participate there.  It’s my understanding that they are the key
communication link to the community for the Warriors.
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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: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:22 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Folks, Tom
Subject: FW: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of
Owens St.
 
Erin – John De Castro representing the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association
wants an update on the Warriors planning and changes to Mariposa/I-280.  Who’s best
equipped to touch base with this group at this point?  Ricardo
 


From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Olea, Ricardo
Cc: Folks, Tom; J.R. Eppler
Subject: Mariposa and 280 interchange. What are the plans for 1800 block of Owens St.
 
Ricardo
 
Tom Folks sent me your way to try to get answers to our questions.  I am the
chair of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association committee responsible
for SFMTA and sustainable streets issues.  If you are not familiar with the
Potrero Boosters we are the largest and oldest neighboorhood association in this
area founded in 1926. 
 


This I sent to Tom is in blue that he forwarded to you on March 18.  I am sure
you are busy with everything going on in Mission Bay but is it possible to get a
status update by next week on where you are in the planning process for the 280,
Mariposa and Owens St.
The problems with the 280 off ramp at Mariposa are multiplying by the day.
 


I was recently made aware of another document This looks like a newer version
of the document I sent about 1800 Owens to Tom.   
 
http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7832 that may
have superseded the one mentioned below.   My committee has some concerns
and questions about the CAC presentation of Nov. 2014.
 
Our major concern is what are the plans for 280 on and off ramps at Mariposa
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and when can we expect them to be implemented?  What happens on Warrior
arena event and game days.   We want to avoid being isolated into our
neighborhood due to the traffic issues.
How does the our neighborhood association provide input to the process?  
 
I would like to invite you to a committee meeting to further understand your
plans and how they have evolved since November.  We may suggest a
presentation to the full membership after the committee meeting.
 
 


While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I came across a
document that describes on Pages 8 and 9 the revisions to the 280 on
and off ramp to the 1800 block of Owens.  Do you know if that is
still the plan and if yes then who is the contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some neighbors
concerned about how traffic was going to enter and leave the
Warriors arena.  Given the mess today at rush hours at 280 and
Mariposa they are anxious that it will not be improved before
FY2017-2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan and the
timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about 1800 Owens St
to the 280.  http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=4079


 
I look forward to talking to you.  You can reach me at 415-419-4658
 
 
John deCastro
 
 


Begin forwarded message:
 
From: "Folks, Tom" <Tom.Folks@sfmta.com>
To: 'John deCastro' <2jbdecastro@gmail.com>
Cc: "Shahamiri, James" <James.Shahamiri@sfmta.com>, "Olea, Ricardo"
<Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com>
Subject: RE: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280 changes
Date: March 18, 2015 at 4:53:00 PM PDT
 
<image001.jpg>
 
Hi John,
James Shahamiri of our staff is looking into the issue of reconfiguring 7th


Street to see if an additional nortbound lane can be added. I’ve copied him on
this email to alert him about your concerns.
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Regarding the Warriors’ planning, I’m not in the loop about the current plans.
I’ve copied Ricardo Olea, our City Traffic Engineer, who may be able to
answer your questions.
 
Thomas Folks
Senior Engineer, Sustainable Streets Division
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
415.701-4688
tom.folks@sfmta.com
 
<image002.png>  
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From: John deCastro [mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 11:10 PM
To: Folks, Tom
Subject: 7th Street Question Berry to King St and 280 changes
 
Tom
 
To improve traffic flow north bound on 7th St from Mission Bay and existing
280 off ramp / Mississippi St is there any consideration to creating a No Parking
 zone from just south of Berry St to King St during morning and evening
commute (7 Am to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM).  
As you know the traffic off the 280 North and South at Mariposa is backing up
all over the NE part of Potrero Hill whenever the 280 becomes delayed.  I am
continuously looking for anyway to get traffic out of our neighborhood and back
on major streets so we don’t suffer any more pollution effects from people
looking for shortcuts.  
 
The right lane of 7th St has a forced merge just North of Mission Bay Blvd to
the left.  Which creates traffic back ups.  While if the right lane remained instead
of merging and parking was removed during commute hours the bike lane could
remain and  <8 to 10 spots of commuter parking would be removed between
About 150 feet North of Berry to just South of King street on the North bound
side of 7th St.  I don’t believe many of these cars are residents since when I drive
by the same area on Saturday and Sunday they are for the most part empty
spaces.  Thereby reinforcing my contention they are probably commuters.
 
Here is the Google view of the area.
 https://www.google.com/maps/@37.769328,-
122.398557,3a,75y,350.74h,108.87t/data=!3m4!1e1!3m2!1sxodXoBoNtO4k-
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V11BFC7WQ!2e0!6m1!1e1
 
I am not sure if this makes sense from a traffic engineering standpoint but as a
person who drives this stretch a couple of times a week it seems to be an option
to help move traffic until the 280 off ramp is changed to Owens St.
 
While we are on the topic of the 280 at Mariposa.  I came across a document that
describes on Pages 8 and 9 the revisions to the 280 on and off ramp to the 1800
block of Owens.  Do you know if that is still the plan and if yes then who is the
contact and the timeframe.
This came up today in a meeting I was in with some neighbors concerned about
how traffic was going to enter and leave the Warriors arena.  Given the mess
today at rush hours at 280 and Mariposa they are anxious that it will not be
improved before FY2017-2018.
It would be useful to be able to tell them there is a plan and the timeframe.
 
This is the document on pages 8 & 9 that talk about 1800 Owens St to the 280.
 http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4079
 
John  
 
John deCastro
This is a new email address
2jbdecastro@gmail.com
 
 



https://www.google.com/maps/@37.769328,-122.398557,3a,75y,350.74h,108.87t/data=!3m4!1e1!3m2!1sxodXoBoNtO4k-V11BFC7WQ!2e0!6m1!1e1

http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4079

mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li; Julia Nunes; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:27:58 AM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png
2015.04.06_Facade_Treatment_Details3.pdf


Hi Catherine,
 
As discussed yesterday, please find Sales Center floor plans and diagrams attached, along with a
taste of the sales experience ideas we referenced. Hope this clarifies our request. Please reach out if
you have any other questions.
 
See you soon @ PLA.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:09 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Before 3 and after 3.45.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
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Perforated metal (outside of glass) 



1180 Fourth Street, MB 450 South Street, MB 



    OPTION #1: PERFORATED METAL 











Market Hall, MB 



    OPTION #2: PERFORATED VINYL 



Bosa retail pad, MB 



Perforated vinyl (inside of glass) 











COMPS: ACTIVATION WITHOUT TRANSPARENCY 



Samsung Pavilion, 2010 Olympic Games, 
Vancouver  



Astound Group, Mobile World 
Congress, 2011, Barcelona 



Ritter Sport Colorful Choco Tour, 
2012, Germany 



Samsung Pavilion, 2014 Olympic Games, 
Sochi 



Samsung Pavilion, 2006 Olympic Games, 
Torino 



Limited duration. Mystery with invitation. Record of engagement in large fan environments. 



Ebro 2, 2008 Expo, 
Zaragoza 












 
Whoops, looping Jerry in.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
OK, thanks. Jerry Li (GSW) and I will give you a ring this afternoon. Is there a particular time that
works?
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Kate – why don’t we talk this afternoon, or we can talk tomorrow morning.  Is this temporary until
you move in, or throughout the use of the space?
 
As a FYI, the Market Hall was not our preferred choice and we had to work with them to adjust
things since they installed without asking permission.  It will all come down when they open – they
had wanted to limit the view into the space while being built out since there have been security
issues with people seeing vacant spaces.


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


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Catherine –
 
Thanks for hopping on today to talk signage. I’m very excited about our project’s potential to raise
the bar on this front.
 
We ran out of time before I mentioned this, but I wanted to run one other question by you. The
team of designers working on our Sales Center (TI at 500 TFB, ground floor) has started to inquire
about artistic window dressing . This is definitely not signage, but could – depending on design
development and/or City and landlord direction – include images or text, so I mentioned to the
group that I’d like to run some of the ideas by you.
 
Attaching two slides showing the current thinking, and comps in Mission Bay. What do you think
about our desire to do something similar for this temporary installation? We want to create
something that yields the appropriate amount of attention and excitement from passers-by, but
nothing that generates a community dialogue that could impact our signage program approval for
 the permanent project.  
 
If you’d prefer to chat by phone you can reach me at 202-230-2642.
 
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: Markowitz, Frank
To: Hicks, Cody; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:24:08 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine -  Thanks for the clarification.  To extend Cody’s questions a bit….  Is it FOCIL-MB that will
be responsible for paying?  Is the funding basically guaranteed?  Will OCII take the lead on working
with the developer or will SFMTA need to work directly with developer?
 
Thanks.
 
Frank Markowitz
 
Senior Transportation Planner, Urban Planning Initiatives
Sustainable Streets Division


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency


1 South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor  SF, CA 94103
Office:   415-701-4442
frank.markowitz@sfmta.com
 
 
 


From: Hicks, Cody 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 12:51 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Walton, Kim
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Thanks Catherine.
 
Yes, SFMTA staff are currently working to develop an alternative solution to the mitigation measures
listed in the EIR. What I think is still uncertain to us is who is responsible for paying for theses
mitigation measure, and roughly what is the timing for implementing them? I’m not really sure how
the Warriors arena is related, but I would appreciate if you could shed some light on that, too.
 
Thanks again,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Hicks, Cody
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Valle-Schwenk, David; Miller, Don; Walton, Kim; Wietgrefe, Wade;
Tabajonda, Will
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
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Hi, Cody – I am the correct person to talk to about this.  We had a meeting on this back in February
and there was additional work that needed to be done about what the City wanted to do with the
intersection before going to the master developer.
 
Wade at Planning was looking into the CEQA implications of changing the design of the intersection
and see who would be the correct lead at Planning to help with the public outreach if the City family
felt that the intersection could be kept as a round about with no new significant impacts.  With the
Golden State Warriors EIR underway, it may be good to sit tight until that has gone through its
process.
 
It sounds like it may be good to have a follow up meeting so that we have next steps outlined.
 
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: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi Lila,
 
This is a friendly reminder that I called you last week looking for guidance on who might be on the


hook to support transportation improvements for the 8th/Townsend intersection per the Mission
Bay EIR. I’m mainly trying to figure out which project sponsor we at the SFMTA should be talking to
and to what extend should we expect financial support to complete the two mitigation measures in
the EIR.
 
Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
SFMTA | Sustainable Streets
One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4218
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From: Nicole Agbayani
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: "Mary McCue"
Subject: RE: GSW event models
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:32:53 AM
Attachments: GSW event overflow park costs 4.8.15.xlsx


Hi Catherine and Adam,
 
Hope you’re both doing well!  Thanks for your patience while Mary and I put together these projected costs for event overflow impact to the surrounding
parks.  I’m attaching the full breakdown of costs. 
 
We started by breaking the GSW event models into three categories based on attendance information for the proposed 221 events that Adam sent on March
9.  Based on past experience with the Giants and on other properties MJM manages, we identified the top issues and types of costs incurred from each
solution.  From there, we used two methods to assign costs.  The first was developed only on a per event basis for all costs.  In the second, labor was charged
on a per event basis and other fee types were charged monthly.
 
During our call in March, Adam and Catherine touched on the mechanism for collecting these fees and putting the funds into the parks.  Mary and I discussed
yesterday and were wondering if these fees will go into the parks operating budget.  Please let us know if there has been any resolution on this.    
 
Thanks both!  Give me a ring if you have any questions or clarifications.  Catherine, I’m happy to print this out and run through it at 2:00 pm when we meet to
discuss the turf at P1.  Let me know, thank you! –Nicole  (415) 684-9896
 
 
Nicole Agbayani, LEED AP
Site Manager
Mission Bay Parks System
451 Berry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
nagbayani@missionbayparks.org
www.mjmmg.com
www.missionbayparks.com
T 415.684.9896 F 415.543.3448
 


 


 


 


 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 11:47 AM
To: Nicole Agbayani; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: GSW event models
 
Thanks Nicole.  Here is the complete chart of the proposed 221 events from our draft EIR:
 


TABLE 3-3
EVENT CHARACTERISTICS AT PROPOSED EVENT CENTER


Event Type


Annual Number of 
Games/Events at 


Event Center


Attendance Event Center 
Day-of-Game/Event


Employment
Characteristics Season Game/Event Temporal CharacteristicsAverage Maximum


Golden State Warriors
Basketball Home Games


2 to 3 preseason home
games


11,000 18,064 1,100 2 weeks mid-October Regular Season game time: 7:30 p.m. to ~ 9:40 p.m.
Preseason/Postseason game time: start time variable


Monthly Distribution:  ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution:    50%/50% weekdays/weekends
Monday-Thursday:          2 to 6 home games/month
Friday:                    1 to 3 home games/month
Saturday:                1 to 3 home games/month
Sunday:                  0 to 1 home games/month


 41 regular season home
games


17,000 18,064 1,100 late October to mid-April


 0 to16 post season home
games


18,000 18,064 1,100 mid-April to mid-June


Concerts Approximately 30 12,500 14,000 to
18,500


775 major concert season is
Fall, Winter and early
Spring; Summer is the
slow season


Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.


Weekly Distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday
evenings Approximately 15 3,000 4,000 675


Family Shows Approximately 55 5,000 8,200 675 distributed throughout
the year


Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over
5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:  1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Thursday:     1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Friday:          2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 


7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Saturday:      3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 


3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 


a c


a


a


d
b


b


e b
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Per event only


			Issue			Solution			Cost (100%)			Cost (50%)			Cost (25%)


			Damage to turf, irrigation, plantings			Landscape restoration fee			$   500.00			$   250.00			$   125.00


			Litter and excessive trash			Extra garbage pick up 			$   225.00			$   112.50			$   56.25


			Paver stains, excessive trash, graffiti			Extra janitorial 			$   180.00			$   90.00			$   45.00


			Security issues			Extra security			$   300.00			$   150.00			$   75.00


			Damage to FFE			Engineering hours			$   160.00			$   80.00			$   40.00


			General maintenance issues			General maintenace supplies			$   100.00			$   50.00			$   25.00


						TOTAL PER EVENT			$   1,465.00			$   732.50			$   366.25


			Event type			# of events per year			Cost per event			Annual cost


			<18,000 (100%) - GSW games (reg/post)			57			$   1,465.00			$   83,505.00


			<12,500 (50%) - Concerts, GSW (pre), other			64			$   732.50			$   46,880.00


			< 5,000 (25%) - Fam, theater, other sports			100			$   366.25			$   36,625.00


			TOTAL ANNUAL COST			221						$   167,010.00








Per event + per month


			PER EVENT


			Issue			Solution			Cost (100%)			Cost (50%)			Cost (25%)


			Paver stains, excessive trash, graffiti			Extra janitorial ($30/hr)			$   240.00			$   120.00			$   60.00


			Security issues			Extra security ($30/hr)			$   300.00			$   150.00			$   75.00


			Damage to FFE			Engineering hours ($80/hr)			$   240.00			$   120.00			$   60.00


						TOTAL PER EVENT			$   780.00			$   390.00			$   195.00


			Event type			# of events per year			Cost per event			Annual cost


			<18,000 (100%) - GSW games (reg/post)			57			$   780.00			$   44,460.00


			<12,500 (50%) - Concerts, GSW (pre), other			64			$   390.00			$   24,960.00


			< 5,000 (25%) - Fam, theater, other sports			100			$   195.00			$   19,500.00


			SUBTOTAL			221						$   88,920.00


			PER MONTH


			Issue			Solution			Monthly fee			Annual cost


			Damage to turf, irrigation, plantings			Landscape restoration fee			$   2,500.00			$   30,000.00


			Litter and excessive trash			Extra garbage pick up 			$   1,000.00			$   12,000.00


			General maintenance issues			General maintenace supplies			$   500.00			$   6,000.00


			SUBTOTAL PER MONTH						$   4,000.00			$   48,000.00


												$   136,920.00


			TOTAL ANNUAL COST








Sheet3












7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Sunday:        3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 


3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Other Sporting Events Approximately 30 7,000 18,064 675 distributed throughout the year; times variable
Conventions/Corporate
Events


Approximately 31 9,000 18,500 675 distributed throughout the year; times variable


NOTES:
    This estimate includes approximately 1,000 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games. This estimate does not  include, however,  Warriors


employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day (described under  Golden State Warriors Operations,  below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses within the
office and retail buildings (described under  Office and Retail Uses,  below), or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


    This estimate includes event center day-of-event non-Warriors employees. This estimate does not  include, however,  Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day
(described under  Golden State Warriors Operations,  below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses, and cinema within the mixed-use buildings (described under  Office and Retail Uses,  below), or the visiting event
performers and their support staff at the event center.


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


From: Nicole Agbayani [mailto:nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 10:14 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: GSW event models
 
Hi Catherine and Adam,
 
Great speaking with you on Friday.  Hope you both enjoyed the weekend! 
 
I’m crunching the numbers for the GSW event overflow costs.  I wanted to confirm my numbers for the event models we discussed on Friday.  I pulled these
from one of the early presentations at the CAC.  I rounded some of the event categories to the nearest attendance model.  Let me know if there are any
adjustments.  Thank you! -Nicole
 
Event type # of events per year
18,000 (100%) - GSW games (reg/post) 57
10,000 (50%) - Concerts, GSW (pre),
other 64
5,000 (25%) - Family, theater, other
sports 100


TOTAL 221
 
 
 
Nicole Agbayani, LEED AP
Site Manager
Mission Bay Parks System
451 Berry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
nagbayani@missionbayparks.org
www.mjmmg.com
www.missionbayparks.com
T 415.684.9896 F 415.543.3448
 


 


 


 


 
 


f b


g
h b


a


b



mailto:nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org

mailto:nagbayani@missionbayparks.org

http://www.mjmmg.com/

http://www.missionbayparks.com/






From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:49:09 PM


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton, GSW (David
Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re able to accomplish the
required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I anticipate they may have further
questions on the project design and the specifics of the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time
now to debrief from that meeting. I’m out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this
week is best. Please let me know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where things stand?  We
would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was able to bring him
up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I promised to keep Rick and
Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss with you and Ray prior to any
announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please note that D-
Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for broad representation as we
wrap up our final design team member selections.
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Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ Engineers and
Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee that’s substantially higher
than previously expected and which works for GSW and for the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of
the award from GSW before notifying the two firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging
news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.   I also want to
thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they should be on
the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen their pencil but failed to
provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to justify bringing them back on the
project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project which is not
correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers, YamaMar, Telamon and
OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception that there is a lack of Asian firms
participating on the project to be factored into the final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been made so that we
can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
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Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use for the
Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we were limited on how
much emphasis we could put on local preference.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Michael Nimon
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54:23 AM


Hi Catherine,
 
I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: RE: today"s warriors check in
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:29:00 AM


Yes – chat then.
 
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: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:11 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: today's warriors check in
 
Can we do a quick 3:30 check in by phone?
 
877-336-1828, 955112
 
 
 
_________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(415) 554-5194
ken.rich@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Cc: Joyce; Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary GSW Cover
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:35:00 AM


Looks good.  I think we may be getting a new logo instead of the City’s logo.  I’ve cc-ed Claudia to
see when it will be ready for prime time.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: FW: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Catherine:
 
Just checking in with you on the preliminary SEIR we sent you last week (attached again).  Please let
us know if you have any comments.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 4:38 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Catherine:
 
We are already thinking ahead to a potential cover for the GSW SEIR.  Please see the attached for
your consideration.
 


·         OCII is lead agency, not Planning, however, consistent with how EP typically does it covers,
we elected to include an existing conditions photo, as opposed to showing any proposed
project development drawings.  We also include applicable OCII logo, OCII/EP/State
Clearinghouse case numbers, and important milestone dates.
 


·         We received this photo from the Warriors, so we are free to use it.  You may notice this is
the same photo that is included on the cover of the Warriors Major Phase application, but
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without the simulated project features or other simulated SF development that they show
on that application.  It’s a great photo, showing the site, the majority of the MB Plan area,
and proximity to the Bay, AT&T park and downtown SF.
 


·         As a polite nod to the Warriors, we use the Warriors blue and yellow colors, but do not
include their logo or any specific Warriors features.


 
Please let us know if you have any comments.  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: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2015 11:01:08 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Paul,
 
I believe you’re correct about the third street plaza height measurement. Clarke (traveling this
week) or Catherine will need to confirm.
 
Re: renderings, we have produced several images for public consumption at this spring’s CAC
meetings. I propose we use a selection of those images for informational purposes, for the following
reasons:


·         They are consistent with what’s been shown to the public to date;
·         They have been vetted by OCII staff, GSW personnel, and others; and
·         They would not require additional rendering production and would therefore help us meet


the tight timeline.
If this group agrees, perhaps it would be most appropriate for OCII, as lead agency, to review our
last three CAC decks (12/11, 3/12, and 4/9) and confirm which renderings should be included in the
PD. I can then provide the high-res files for those images.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20.
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·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing?)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know the
height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication?


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well?


 
 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
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the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
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level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


 Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously







submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 







  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 







  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,







since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Sharpe, Catherine
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: scooped by SFBT
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 3:28:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Exclusive first look: How the Warriors'
office and retail project is designed to
enliven Mission Bay
Apr 9, 2015, 2:51pm PDT Updated: Apr 9, 2015, 3:14pm PDT


View Photos
 


View from 3rd and 16th Streets


The two office buildings that sit on the west side of the Warriors' Mission Bay arena will include
580,000 square feet. The buildings – designed by Pfau Long Architecture and AE3 Partners – have
curved edges to blend in with the round arena. They include Prodema wood panels to soften the
building's glassy look.
15 photos


Home of the Day


Sponsor Listing
 


Cory Weinberg
Reporter- San Francisco Business Times
Email  |  Twitter  |  LinkedIn
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When the Golden State Warriors signed the deal to buy the 1-million-square-foot property in
Mission Bay from Salesforce, the team picked up not only a spot for its new arena but also a
chance to bulk up the neighborhood's stock of offices.


 
 
Catherine
 
Catherine Sharpe
Director, Community Affairs
FibroGen, Inc.
409 Illinois Street
San Francisco, CA 94158 USA
 Phone: (415) 978-1870
 Cell: (650) 278-5010
Email:  casharpe@fibrogen.com
www.fibrogen.com
       
This transmission contains information intended for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to whom it is
addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or exempt from
disclosure under applicable law.  
If you are not the intended recipient (or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this transmission to
the intended recipient), you are hereby notified that any copying, disclosure or distribution of this information
may be subject to legal action, restriction, or  sanction. If you have received this transmission in error, please
notify us immediately. Thank you. 
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From: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Julia Nunes


(jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:49:36 PM


Clarke,
 
Thank you for providing the fee/scope breakdown and please proceed with awards. For clarity, our
Commissioners have requested that we examine associate relationships and separately identify SBE
credits (those dollars credited toward the SBE goal) from actual SBE participation. Under this basis,
we will fully recognize the MEP fees toward the SBE goal and will separately report on actual SBE
participation when the time comes. The BMS fee, however, will not be counted towards the goal,
but please be assured that this will not detract from the message we intend to convey, which is the
tremendous cooperation and efforts your team has exerted thus far.
 
Please call me or George if you have any question or concerns.
 
Thanks,
Ray
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 10:45 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
 
George,
 
Per your request, attached is the fee/scope split between SSR and its SBE partners for
Mechanical/Plumbing and for Electrical. As you can see, each SBE will retain a minimum of 35% of
the scope and fee related to its discipline.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. We’d like to award these disciplines as soon as
possible. I’ll be out on vacation next week, so I’ve copied SSR here so they may award in my absence
if you don’t have a chance to review today.
 
Lastly, we had a productive meeting with MEI yesterday. We clarified scope and fee, as well as
overall performance expectations. Our team needs to discuss next steps, and as you and I discussed,
I’ll be sure to connect with you before any announcements are made.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
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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: Joyce Hsiao
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Follow-up to Traffic Impact of Full GSW Transportation Strategy
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:31:01 PM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v5 Table.docx


City-Warriors Obligations - v5 List Reorganized.docx


All,
As a follow-up to yesterday's conference call regarding the City-Warriors obligations,
attached are 2 files:


1. Adam's list in tabular format with numbers and responses to questions
2. Adam's list re-organized (showing the numbering system from the first file),


that groups the items according in the following categories:


Items currently in the SEIR as part of the project or part of the
Muni Special Transit Service Plan.  These items are already
accounted for in the analysis
Items currently in the SEIR as part of other city projects or existing
city services for events
Items currently in the SEIR as Mitigation or Improvement Measures
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for the
Event Center impacts to be added to the SEIR
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for
overlapping events at the Event Center and AT&T park, to be
added to the SEIR


Please let us know if you have any additional questions. We can discuss these item
further next Weds if necessary.


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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			No.


			Measure


			Transportation-related Item?


			Currently in the TMP?


			Currently in the EIR analysis?


			Quantitative analysis for EIR possible?


			Notes/Questions





			A


			The City shall fund and provide:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1


			· Capital improvements, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1.1


			· Lengthening the T -Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			no changes to SB platform?





			a.1.2


			· Installing T -Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.3


			· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.4


			· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T -Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise 


			Yes


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)





			a.1.5


			· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a new improvement measure?





			a.1.6


			· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. 


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access.


			Done


			Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to Indiana St from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics? I suggest not because it is not clear that it is not needed.





			a.1.7


			· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of Terry Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project.


			Yes


			Not needed


			Yes


			Not necessary


			not an event center project description item.





			a.2


			· The Transit Service Plan, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.2.1a


a.2.1b


			· Increased service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes; The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.


			Done


			Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing?


If increased service is over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions this will require revisions to the analysis.  If so, what periods? What level of attendance?   





			a.2.2


			· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			a.2.3


			· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes, as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts.


			Done


			





			a.2.4


			· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.2.5


			· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trainscars and increased North Bay fFerry and bus service. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.3


			· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event centerarena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  


			Not necessary


			SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?





			a.4


			· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services


			Not necessary


			





			a.5


			· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP





			B


			The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


			


			


			


			


			





			b.1


			· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event centerarena 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, addressed in EIR Public Services section.


			Not necessary


			





			b.2


			· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			b.3


			· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event centerarena not already provided by the Warriors; 


			No


			Not necessary


			No, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control).


			


			Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


(see b.13)





			b.4.a











 


b.4.b


			· I	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street and , Terry Francois/South Street , Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description





· Install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa 


			Yes


			Partially


			Yes. New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure,


			Done


			Is Mariposa/Illinois now part of project description? Propose keeping as mitigation measure as is in the EIR.





			b.5


			· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. 


			Yes


			Not necessary


			Yes


			Done


			EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?





			b.6


			· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event centerarena;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.7


			· Coordinate office and event centerarena deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions 


			Yes


			No


			Yes


			No


			





			b.8


			· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.9


			· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; 


			Yes


			Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No. Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.





			b.10


			· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event centerarena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.11


			· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.12


			· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			





			b.13


			· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; 


			No


			Not needed


			EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


			No


			Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided.





			b.14


			· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.





			b.15


			· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Is this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?








			b.16


			· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.17


			· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.18


			· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event centerarena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			(Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


 Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


Why limit the number of spaces to 400? Shouldn’t it be related to the shortfall?





Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?











			C


			The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


			


			


			


			


			





			c.1


			· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  





			c.2


			· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA)gency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street and provision of ferry service during events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?





			c.3


			· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?
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Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


City-Warriors Obligations List - Reorganized


April 10, 2015


Currently in SEIR as part of Project or Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


· A.1.1: City to lengthen the T Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’.


· A.1.2: City to install T Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street.


· A.1.3: City to install a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets. 


· A.2.1a: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


· A.2.2: City to provide three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. 


· A.4: City to provide exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed. 


· B.1: GSW to negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event center.


· B.2: GSW to contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


· B.3 and B.13: 


B.3: GSW to contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event center not already provided by the Warriors.


B.13: GSW to create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and  all applicable noise regulations.


· B.4a: GSW to install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street per the Project Description.


· B.7: GSW to coordinate office and event center deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions.


· B.10: GSW to market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event center through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site. 


· B.11: GSW to provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs. 


· B.12: GSW to sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 


Currently in SEIR as a Other City Project or Existing City Service for Events


· A.1.7: City to install a two-way cycle track along the east side of Terry A. Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project. 


· A.3: City to provide SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security.


· A.1.4: City to purchase 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise. 


Currently in SEIR as a Mitigation or Improvement Measure


· A.1.6: City to extend the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. (Improvement Measure)


· A.2.1b: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. (Mitigation Measure)


· A.2.3: City to provide parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.4b: GSW to install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.5: GSW to implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. (Will be part of MMRP and/or Conditions of Approval)


New Event Center Mitigation Measure to be Added


Highlight indicates a quantitative analysis is possible, but not in time for the Draft EIR.


Measure to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· A.1.5: City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound. 


· A.5: City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


· B.8: GSW to offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces. 


· B.9: GSW to create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· C.1: City and GSW to identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


Measures to Increase Transit Access


· A.2.4: City to provide Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· A.2.5: City to coordinate with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service. 


· B.17: GSW to work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events.


· C.2: City and GSW to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to facilitate the construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events. 


Measures to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· B.6: GSW to provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event center. 


Measures to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and nearby neighborhoods 


· B.14: GSW to annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events.


· B.16: GSW to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· C.3: City and GSW to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


New Event Center Mitigation Measure for Overlapping Events with AT&T Park Events to be Added


· B.15: GSW to exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park.


· B.18: When overlapping non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, GSW to:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event center with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:49:09 PM


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton, GSW (David
Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re able to accomplish the
required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I anticipate they may have further
questions on the project design and the specifics of the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time
now to debrief from that meeting. I’m out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this
week is best. Please let me know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where things stand?  We
would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was able to bring him
up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I promised to keep Rick and
Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss with you and Ray prior to any
announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please note that D-
Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for broad representation as we
wrap up our final design team member selections.
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Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ Engineers and
Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee that’s substantially higher
than previously expected and which works for GSW and for the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of
the award from GSW before notifying the two firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging
news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.   I also want to
thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they should be on
the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen their pencil but failed to
provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to justify bringing them back on the
project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project which is not
correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers, YamaMar, Telamon and
OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception that there is a lack of Asian firms
participating on the project to be factored into the final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been made so that we
can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
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Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use for the
Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we were limited on how
much emphasis we could put on local preference.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Joyce Hsiao


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Tran, Michael (CWP); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Volumetric testing
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:17:48 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Chris,
Thanks for the quick response. We’ll proceed with this direction unless PUC tells us differently.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:13 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Tran, Michael (CWP); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Volumetric testing
 
Hi Clarke,
Based on discussions with Michael Tran and Joyce, my understanding is that testing and any modifications needed to ensure the pump
station performs adequately to handle the design flows will be completed before SFPUC accepts responsibility for operation and
maintenance. Assuming this is correct, testing is not needed for the DSEIR.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: Volumetric testing
 
Chris,
A question was raised during a recent meeting with PUC which required your input (see below). Please let me know if you need additional
information, in which case I will connect you directly with our civil engineer.
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Murphy, Mary


G.; "NSekhri@gibsondunn.com"
Cc: Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran
Subject: Updated GSW ADSEIR Data Request
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 5:52:06 PM
Attachments: CEQA Info Needs_04-09-15.xlsx
Importance: High


All:
 
As a result of our meeting today, and review of still outstanding information, and certain new
information needs, I have updated the needs request matrix (see attached)
 


·         Rows highlighted in yellow are request items that are either past due, have a pending date
for submittal, or are new data items


·         Catherine:  Please respond to Items # 2 and #5


·         Clarke and Kate:
1.        Please respond to Items #4, #8, #9, #11 through #18, #20, and new items #20B and


20C.


2.        In Items #14, #15, #16 and #17, as Luba indicates in red in the attached matrix, she
needs those responded a little sooner (i.e., on 4/15/15) than your recommended
revised date of 4/18/15.  Please confirm this is possible.


·         Chris and Brett


1.        Please respond to Items #26, #28, and new Items #28A and #28B


·         ESA will follow up directly with Environ on Issues #21, #22, and #23.


·         Luba is following up with SFMTA directly on Issues #29 and #30.


Thanks in advance for everyone’s attention to this.   Please do not hesitate to contact 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
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Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Category			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered/
Status			Notes			Old Date Due 			Old Date Delivered			Old Notes


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			1			AB 900 Administrative Record			Addenda to 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR

Please provide all available Addenda prepared for the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR. (Please note that ESA already has copies of Addenda #7, #8 and #9, so we don't need those.)




			OCII/EP 			4/15/15			3/19/15			OCII provided the Addenda			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 --			RESPONSE FROM SPONSOR:
General: Site plan revision is underway. Revised site plans will be completed along with revised Major Phase documentation and submitted to ESA simultaneously. 

Transportation: Requested revisions to transportation-related diagrams are underway. Projected date for completion and submission is 10/3.)


			2			Cumulative Analyses			Cumulative Projects Being Constructed in Mission Bay Plan Area 

Please 1) Approximate construction start/end dates  2) Approximate level of development (general uses and square footage) for other cumulative projects in Mission Bay, including on Blocks 33/34, 40, 26/27 (Uber), and other.




			OCII 			4/15/15


			3			Project Description			Conditions of Approval.  Please confirm if OCII will impose Conditions of Approval for the GSW project (e.g., include TMP as Condition of Approval, as UCSF requests).
			OCII 			4/15/15			4/1/15			Group determined that OCII will include conditions of approval for a number of improvement measures and other miscellaneous items


			4			Project Description			Amendments to Mission Bay Planning Documents.  Please provide a list of the proposed amendments to the  Mission Bay Planning Documents (.e.g, Design for Development) that will be required for the project.
			OCII/Sponsor 			4/15/15


			5			Draft SEIR Public Hearing			Draft SEIR Public Hearing Date.  Please confirm if June 16, 2015 will be the date scheduled for the Draft SEIR Public Hearing.
			OCII 			4/15/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/10/14


			6			AB 900 - Administrative Record			City CAO/Sponsor:  Please review the draft list (provided separately to you) of information assumed to be provided in the AB 900 administrative record and provide any comments/recommendations.			City CAO/
Sponsor's Counsel			3/27/15			3/27/15			Lists were provided by both John M. and Mary M.


			7			Project Description -Project Approvals			UCSF View Easement Description:  The sponsor provided ESA the tentative map that shows the boundary of the UCSF view easement on the project site.  Please provide the easement description for what it specifically covers (e.g., heights, etc.?) - I believe Neil indicated he had that.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/16/15			N Sekhri provided view easement figure and standards


			8			Project Description			Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description:  Please provide conceptual site plan for project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza).  Please describe if the limited retail included in the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development square footage.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/26/2015 with more refined plans to be submitted on 4/20/15


			9			Wind			Wind Tunnel Test of Revised Project and Project Variant:  Please have RWDI model the wind impacts of the proposed Revised Project and Project Variant  (we don't need the Existing scenario as that is already completed; we will just need the Existing Plus Project, and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios similar to what you did for the proposed project.  			Sponsor			4/15/15


			10			Transportation/Safety			Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility.  The sponsor indicated it had conducted a preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad.  Please provide that preliminary review			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/18/15			ESA to provide separate analysis of project impacts on UCSF helipad operations


			11			Project Description			Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses. 			Sponsor			3/27/15			sponsor to provide in late April/
early May 2015			Sponsor to provide list of policies following their community meetings in late April


			12			Air Quality			Timing of Payment of Offset AQ Mitigation. Please confirm if the sponsor intends to pay for the off-set mitigaiton for criteria pollutants in one payment prior to project construction, or, in two payments (one prior to project construction and the second prior to project operation)			Sponsor			3/27/15


			13			GHGs			GHG Checklist:  Please provide the sponsor's GHG checklist for the project.			Sponsor			4/15/15									 10/10/2014						Per the PUC WWE memo sent to Chris Kern 9/12/14 and forwarded to the project sponsor, the Warriors are completing a detailed formal report on the project's wastewater system, with estimated demands consistent with the City's criteria for calculating wastewater generation. Date for anticipated completion and submission of this report is no later than 10/10/14. 

At ESA's request, the project sponsor could prepare a one-page memo on the topic based on the Water Demand Memo, above, to meet the 10/1 deadline. Please note, however, that the value provided would not meet the City's criteria and would not be consistent with the values provided in the forthcoming report. We are not anticipating submitting this memo unless requested. 


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  In light of the revised project, please confirm if any of the proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project) need to be updated			Sponsor			11/1/14									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Plans are available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/m15v2ifrinjqw0q/Task39_ProjectWastewater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0 
and https://www.dropbox.com/s/2z9g8jr3grfmmjt/Task39_ProjectWater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0. Please note these plans are also being used in the project Major Phase application. 


			14			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to the end of an event, and provide details			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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


			15			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure 5.2-13 to remain?			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			16			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9.  Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to Third Street.			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

o This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces in total (one to South Street, one to 16th Street). 


			17			Transportation			16th Street Sidewalk.  Project sponsor and OCII to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional queuing areas.  It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.  Plus the additional queuing areas.]			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/22/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed by 4/15/15 (otherwise will analyze 15-foot sidewalk in SEIR)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			18			Transportation			TMP Performance Standards.  Project sponsor to review performance standards included in the TMP to see if need to be revised			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response: 3/22/2015

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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



			19			Project Description/Transportation			Proposed Contractor Parking Plan.  To responsd to UCSF's concerns during construction, does the sponsor intend to require a construction contractor parking plan? 			Sponsor			4/15/15			3/26/2015

LCW will identify improvement measure in Transportation section in SEIR

			On 3/2515, Erin Miller provided DPW parking legislation that was pending approval from the SF BOS.

On 3.26/15, Kate A: provided the following Warriors proposed contractor language for addressing construction worker parking:

Prior to awarding sub-contracts, parking plans will be discussed with contractors to make them aware of available resources. These may include the substantial daytime availability in Lot A (except daytime game-days), and potential resources south of the project site that are under consideration by the project sponsor. In addition, on-site parking will be made available to contractors and workers when feasible.

Workers will also be heavily encouraged to take transit to the site. If demand warrants, the Warriors would work with contractors and the Mission Bay TMA to extend the operation of an early-morning shuttle that currently transports construction workers from transit hubs to active project sites in Mission Bay. 




			20			TMP			Final TMP.  			Sponsor			5/1/2015
revised 4/18/15			TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			20A			Alternatives			Conceptual Site Plan  This should be accompanied by a brief summary table of:
• the reduced square footages of uses
• reduced number of stories of office and retail buildings and podium structure, as applicable
• reduced on/off-site parking count and underground parking levels as applicable; and possible reduced excavation of soils for off-site hauling
• reduced open space, as applicable 
• estimated reduced construction schedule (months)
• and any other principal differences compared to the proposed project. 


			Sponsor			4/6/15			3/26/15			Kate A. provided conceptual site plans for No Project and Reduced Intensity Alts.


			20B (new)			Transportation (new)			Helipad Issues

Assumed Maximum Tower Heights

a.  The SEIR presently indicates the two proposed office towers would be 160 feet in height excluding the unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.  What do you estimate would be the maximum tower height with the mechanical equipment/enclosures, etc.? (For example, I recall at the Piers 30-32 site, the rooftop equipment proposed on the buildings at SWL 337 added another 11 feet to the building height)

b.  Aside from the rooftop mechanical equipment/enclosures discussed above, are other rooftop features proposed or possible, such as signage, antennas, flagpoles, or other features on the building rooftops?

			Sponsor			4/15/15


			20C (new)			Transportation			Helipad Issues

Construction Tower Cranes.  Can you please estimate 1) how many tower cranes you may use simultaneously during construction, 2) the total estimated duration (months) that tower crane(s) may be used, 2 ) the anticipated maximum height of the tower crane(s), 3) the maximum reach of the working arm from the crane tower mast, and 4) where the crane(s) may located on-site or adjacent to the project site.			Sponsor			4/15/15


			21			Air Quality			List of Tier 4 Availability : Please provide list of Tier 4 equipment availabililty. 
			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			22			Air Quality			Modeling of Health Risk of Generators : Please provide results of modeling of on-site generators.			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			23			Air Quality			Use of 2010 or Newer Haul Trucks: Please provide results of use of only 2010 or newer haul trucks for soil off-hauling part of construction.			Environ			3/27/15


			24			Utilities			UCSF Stormwater System.  Please follow up with UCSF to provide the UCSF MS4 stormwater system drainage boundaries.			EP			3/27/15			3/18/15


			25			Air Quality			UCSF BAAQMD Permit.  As referenced in Comment No 31 in UCSF's 2/16/15 comment letter on Ad SEIR 1a, UCSF indicates they attached their BAAQMD permit to the comment letter; however, this was not provided in the version of the comment letter EP forwareded to ESA.  Please either provide the attachement if you have it, or follow up with UCSF to get a copy of their BAAQMD permit.			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			26			Utilities			Fair Share Agreement.  Chris Kern indicated he would follow up with John Roddy to discuss the fair share mitigation.  Please provide direction resulting from that discussion.

 Please also provide copy of PUC nexus study referrenced at the 3/12/15 meeting 			EP			3/27/15


			27			GHGs			GHG Approach for SEIR:  Chris Kern and Jessica Range indicated they would provide ESA with an approriate appoach for project GHGs for the GSW project, considering AB900 GHG analysis that was completed, the City's GHG checklist and other considerations. 			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			28			AB 900 Administrative Record			1990 MB FEIR Findings and MMRP:  Please provide.			EP			3/27/15


			28A (new)			Utilities			SFPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station.  Need citeable FPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station whether pump station are conveyance system upgrades will be needed to accommodate the proposed GSW project, and what those upgrades would entail.			EP			4/15/15


			28B (new)			Air Quality			SEIR Air Quality Section with guidance on how to address off-set mitigation.			EP			4/15/15


			29			Transit			Barrier on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if railing could be installed within the T Third median between 16th and South Streets to prevent pedestrians from crossing the tracks. If so, where.			SFMTA			3/27/15			Luba to discuss with Julie K more on the week of April 15 (LCW proposing to use SFMTA edits provided already)


			30			Transit			Mini- Platform on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if a “mini” platform for northbound service would be constructed south of South Street.			SFMTA			3/27/15			From the March 25 meeting, it did not appear that SFMTA staff thought the mini-platorm made sense; Luba to follow up with Julie K. to discuss more on the week of April 14 (Does not look likely)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Hicks, Cody"
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Markowitz, Frank (MTA); Walton, Kim (MTA); Miller, Don (DPW)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:17:00 PM


The Mission Bay Master Developer is responsible for implementing the Mission Bay mitigation to
replace the round about with a 5-way intersection.  I have included Don Miller from the Task Force
to help with the “when” the mitigation technically gets triggered, but basically the Master
Developer would like to get this taken care of as quickly as possible as well, so if the City was ready
to switch out the round about today the Master Developer would be interested in working to do
that. 
 
That said, if we change the mitigation measure, then we would need to look at what the cost is, etc. 
With dissolution of Redevelopment, we cannot pay any more than the original mitigation would
have cost.  Even if it costs the same or less, we would need to make sure the State would let us
switch out the mitigation (though the hope would be if it didn’t cost more, and got the MB project
out of the area quicker) then there is a good chance we can switch things out.  If the final mitigation
that the City/community would like to do is different than the one in the MB plan, then we’ll need
to see when the timing is. 
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 12:51 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Markowitz, Frank (MTA); Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Thanks Catherine.
 
Yes, SFMTA staff are currently working to develop an alternative solution to the mitigation measures
listed in the EIR. What I think is still uncertain to us is who is responsible for paying for theses
mitigation measure, and roughly what is the timing for implementing them? I’m not really sure how
the Warriors arena is related, but I would appreciate if you could shed some light on that, too.
 
Thanks again,
Cody
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Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Hicks, Cody
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Valle-Schwenk, David; Miller, Don; Walton, Kim; Wietgrefe, Wade;
Tabajonda, Will
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi, Cody – I am the correct person to talk to about this.  We had a meeting on this back in February
and there was additional work that needed to be done about what the City wanted to do with the
intersection before going to the master developer.
 
Wade at Planning was looking into the CEQA implications of changing the design of the intersection
and see who would be the correct lead at Planning to help with the public outreach if the City family
felt that the intersection could be kept as a round about with no new significant impacts.  With the
Golden State Warriors EIR underway, it may be good to sit tight until that has gone through its
process.
 
It sounds like it may be good to have a follow up meeting so that we have next steps outlined.
 
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: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi Lila,
 
This is a friendly reminder that I called you last week looking for guidance on who might be on the


hook to support transportation improvements for the 8th/Townsend intersection per the Mission
Bay EIR. I’m mainly trying to figure out which project sponsor we at the SFMTA should be talking to
and to what extend should we expect financial support to complete the two mitigation measures in
the EIR.
 
Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
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Thanks,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
SFMTA | Sustainable Streets
One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4218
 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); "Kate Aufhauser"; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Olea, Ricardo (MTA); Bob Grandy


(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:40:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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The Wednesday 3-5pm slot works for me. Jacob and Bob, can you make it work too?
Clarke
 


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:31 PM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Clarke Miller; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Do either of these two times work:
 


Tues the 21st from 10:30-12


Wed the 22nd from 3-5pm.
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:05 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Mike,
Clarke will be out of town next week. What about early in the week of 4/20?
Thanks,
Kate
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:58 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Hi Clarke,
This week has been packed for me due to our group being short-staffed, and tomorrow I’ll be in a
deposition for an undetermined amount of time (hopefully not long, but it’s impossible to predict).
 
Can we meet next week? Wed 4/15 PM is wide open.
 
I think the signals on TFB will be fairly straightforward but the one at Illinois/TFB/Mariposa may get
complicated as we have an intersection of a two-way bikeway on the east side of TFB with a bike
route on Mariposa and a bike lane on each side of the street on Illinois St.
 
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
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
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Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:renc@jmisports.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:renc@jmisports.com





From: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17:00 PM


Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where things stand?  We
would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was able to bring him
up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I promised to keep Rick and
Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss with you and Ray prior to any
announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please note that D-
Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for broad representation as we
wrap up our final design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ Engineers and
Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee that’s substantially higher
than previously expected and which works for GSW and for the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of
the award from GSW before notifying the two firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging
news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
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Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.   I also want to
thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they should be on
the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen their pencil but failed to
provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to justify bringing them back on the
project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project which is not
correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers, YamaMar, Telamon and
OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception that there is a lack of Asian firms
participating on the project to be factored into the final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been made so that we
can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use for the
Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we were limited on how
much emphasis we could put on local preference.  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
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415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 5:16:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Great – Theo is very responsive.  If there is anything else I can help with, let me know.
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: PJ Johnston; Theo Ellington; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Gail Hunter
(ghunter@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Thanks Catherine, just got off the phone with Theo and briefed him about the Mayor’s Earthday
plans and he is going to get back to me.  Much appreciated.
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:01 PM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Cc: PJ Johnston; Theo Ellington; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Gail Hunter
(ghunter@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
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I realized I forgot to talk about this at the meeting.  I’m cc-ing some additional folks from the GSW
team.
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:46 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
That’s great, I’ve been trying to reach out to Gail Hunter with GSW to check in so still waiting to hear
back from her --
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Thanks! I am seeing the GSW today and will ask if there is any issue announcing this and/or
if there is any other exciting news such as this that would be appropriate to announce at the
same time.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)"
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Date:04/07/2015 8:58 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Catherine
 
I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the loop on
this and happy to check in with you if you would like.
 
Thanks
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Hi Adam
 
Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth day
announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to announce the
warriors going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have gone on about it but
wanted to check in with you too.
 
Thanks,
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 







 
Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
debbie.raphael@sfgov.org
(415) 355-3701
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Jose Farran (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Luba Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); Paul Mitchell


(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com)
Subject: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:33:10 PM


CEQA team,
 
I understand from Catherine that you’re meeting later this afternoon to discuss some
transportation-related items. Two items to add to your list please:
 


1.        TDM: Carli Payne at MTA drafted revisions to the TDM measures that GSW has previously
endorsed. We’re reviewing those comments now. Since Adam has run point for the City on
TDM, we would like to review the list with him when he returns from his vacation on April
20. Let us know if there are any implications to the CEQA schedule to address it then.


2.        16th St design: Catherine suggested a design meeting with Jose/Luba, MTA, F&P, OCII,


Planning, PUC, and our landscape architect (SWA Group) to review the 16th St. setback area.
The purpose of the meeting would be to review setback/sidewalk areas required for
circulation/queuing, stormwater management, and other program purposes (i.e., bicycle
valet). I’ll be on vacation next week, so I wanted to see if this design session could wait until


the week of April 20. If so, I’d propose we use part of the Wednesday April 22nd 1-3pm
CEQA meeting since it’s already on most of our calendars. Let us know if there are any
implications to the CEQA schedule to address it 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
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout; David Carlock; David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: DforD Proposed GSW Amendment Language
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 7:13:06 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.04.06_DforD_Amendment_GSW.docx


Catherine –
 
Our draft D4D amendment is attached. Please review the language and let us know if you have
suggested edits before submission to ESA. Happy to set up a call to discuss if needed.
 
Thank you,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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VI.	Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines





DEFINITIONS  


Arena


A Recreation Building and/or Nighttime Entertainment use approved as a Secondary Use under Section 302 of the Redevelopment Plan that consists of a primarily indoor structure having tiers of seats rising around a central court, field or stage, intended to be used for the viewing of athletic events, and that may also be used for entertainment and other public gathering purposes, including, but not limited to, conventions, educational, theater, acrobatics, or concerts. The facility may also provide other regular organized or franchised events, snack bar, restaurant, retail sales, team and facility administration offices, sports team practice facilities, media/broadcasting functions and other support facilities, and may include below-grade or podium parking and loading facilities.  


Arena Building


A building constructed within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone that includes an Arena.


Arena Project


A stand-alone or mixed-use project located on Blocks 29-32 that includes an Arena having a minimum capacity of approximately 18,000 seats.





Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone


Development Blocks 29, 30, 31 and 32 as outlined on Map 2 of the Design for Development and as shown below:





[insert Map 2 that identifies the Blocks 29-32 area as the “Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone”]  









APPLICABILITY AND LEGAL STATUS


Applicability


The standards and guidelines set forth in this Chapter VI. shall apply only to a project located within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone that meets both of the following criteria:


(1) The project is an Arena Project; and


(2)  The Arena Project has been the subject of a subsequent environmental impact report to the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97) (and any subsequent environmental review required thereunder) and the subsequent environmental impact report has been certified by the OCII Commission.


Legal Status


Development of an Arena Project within the Arena Overlay Zone shall be regulated by the development controls contained in the Plan and the Design for Development Sections I through V as modified or supplemented by this Section VI (Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone).  If there is any inconsistency between this Section VI and the rest of the Design for Development, this Section VI shall control.  If there is any inconsistency between the standards and guidelines of this Section VI and the Plan, the Plan shall control. For any project on Blocks 29-32 that is not an Arena Project, Chapters I through V of the Design for Development and not this Chapter VI shall control.






DESIGN STANDARDS  


Notwithstanding anything in the Design for Development, within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone, the following Design Standards shall apply to the development of an Arena Project:  


Height  





An Arena Building not to exceed [135’] in height may be located anywhere within the Blocks 29-32 Overlay Zone.


  


The limitations on Base Height, Midrise Height and Tower Height set forth in the Height Zone Chart on p. 23 and diagrams on pp. 24-25 of the Design for Development (Chapter III) shall not apply to an Arena Building.  An Arena Building shall not be considered a Midrise or Tower building under the Design for Development, but limitations on Base, Midrise and Tower Height shall continue to apply to any other non-Arena building constructed within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone.  





The maximum number of towers at maximum bulk and height within HZ-5 is three (3) plus one (1) additional tower on Blocks 29 and 31.





Tower separation requirements shall be applied only to distances between tower buildings and not between towers and the Arena Building.  The minimum separation distance between any tower on Blocks 29-32 and the Arena Building shall be  ___’ [GSW to confirm minimum separation from Arena building].





Limitations to the numbers of towers permitted within 50’ of the corner for any given intersection shall not be applied to the intersection of South Street and Third Street. The maximum number of towers allowed within 50’ of the intersection of South Street and Third Street shall be three (3).  


Bulk





The bulk standards on p. 26 of the Design for Development shall not apply to an Arena Building, which shall have no plan, diagonal or floor plate minimum or maximum.


Setbacks





The 5’ setback required on the east side of Third Street shall not be applied to a tower proposed at the northwest corner of Block 29. Where possible, a tower on Block 29 should utilize cantilevers or other features to provide open space at ground level on Third Street instead, such that ample pedestrian queuing space is created.





The Arena Building and other buildings shall be permitted to occupy no more than X% [GSW to confirm] within the required 20’ setback on the north side of Sixteenth Street between Terry Francois Boulevard and Third Street. 


[placeholder for landscaping/encroachments into setback to accommodate approved design]


Streetwall





The minimum length, minimum height and maximum height streetwall standards set forth in the chart on p. 28 and shown in the diagrams on pp. 30-33 of the Design for Development shall not apply to an Arena Project, subject to findings by the Agency Commission that the Arena Project is, on balance, consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Guidelines.


View Corridors 





An Arena Building and accessory structures located within a view corridor may be approved, subject to findings by the Agency Commission that the Arena Project, on balance, is consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Guidelines.


Parking





The existence of offsite parking facilities may be used to satisfy some portion of the parking requirements for the Arena Project, provided that the entrance to any such offsite parking facility is located within 600’ from the entrance to the building in which units are located or within X’ of any entrance to the Arena Project.  [where X = distance of the 450 South Street parking garage from the nearest Arena Project entrance] 





Within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone, parking calculations shall be based on the total aggregate anticipated square footage by applicable structure rather than applied to any single tenant.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, any structure located on Blocks 29-32 shall be permitted to assign a portion of its parking allocation for the use of any other structure located on Blocks 29-32.





Number of Parking Spaces for Arena Building





			Use


			Number of Parking Spaces





			Arena Building


			Minimum of 1 space for each 2,000 square feet of gross floor area of the Arena Building; maximum of 1 space for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area of the Arena Building








	


Loading 





A minimum of seven off-street commercial loading spaces shall be provided for the Arena Building. All other uses shall be subject to the minimum loading requirements of Section 3 of the Design for Development, which minimum number may be exceeded






Signage





Design review for an Arena Project shall include a comprehensive signage package to be reviewed and approved by the Agency.  The Agency will review the signage package for consistency on balance with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Guidelines, including those applicable to signage.  In the context of its approval of an Arena Project signage package, the Agency may permit flashing signs, moving signs and roof signs and/or business signs above ½ of the base height of the Arena Building.   






DESIGN GUIDELINES


Section VI.B supplements the Design Guidelines to provide design recommendations for an Arena Project within the Blocks 29-32 Arena Overlay Zone.  To the extent inconsistent with the Commercial Industrial Design Guidelines (Section IV.C of the Design for Development), these Design Guidelines shall prevail. 





Block Development


View Corridors


Where view corridors established by the Mission Bay street grid may terminate in buildings rather than in vistas, these visual termination points should be considered important architectural opportunities and should be designed in a manner that reflects their importance. The building design (particularly the Arena Building itself) should terminate these vistas and circulation spines with useful and significant architectural and public realm responses. Transparent facades and/or layered views to development beyond the property line, and in particular to dramatic views of the Arena Building, should be prioritized. 


		Open Spaces


Encourage the development of publicly-accessible open spaces at ground level, or, where required by the site requirements for an Arena Project, develop multi-layered open spaces of varied elevations. These spaces should add visual interest and appear inviting to pedestrians at street level, and should offer comfortable and subtle options for pedestrians at street level to access elevated areas on-site. In addition, these spaces should create multiple levels of public space that offer a variety of vantage points, including strong visual access and physical connections to the water.


On-site open space should be designed to encourage a sense of entry and arrival, and should possess identities separate from, but complementary to, the Arena Building. Provide an iconic public forecourt(s) to the Arena Building that serve as memorable points of orientation and meeting places.


Site design should simultaneously utilize open space to physically and psychologically invite casual daily usage by area residents, workers, and non-Arena Building patrons as an extension of the neighborhood. Construct open space to become a public amenity for people who are not attending events within the arena and also when no events are occurring.


Pedestrian Walkways


Pedestrian walkways should be designed as activated paths or covered passageways to encourage free and natural movement of pedestrians through the site. Pedestrian walkways should be provided to help pedestrians navigate around the Arena Building and reduce the perceived scale of the Arena Building on-site.


Design pedestrian walkways to create alternative through-site circulation and porosity that achieves the spirit and intent of the planned grid extensions implicit in the varas across from Campus Lane, Illinois Street, and Bridgeview Way.  


Street Frontage


Streetwall


Variations from the streetwall are allowed to create open space, pedestrian circulation space, mid-block lanes, and landscaping areas, particularly along major transit routes like Third Street that already possess a strong urban character. Open spaces should be expansive enough to provide passive uses or views to on-site development, but should be interspersed with complementary smaller structures to maintain the urban edge and reduce the perceived scale of an Arena Building.


Buildings should have a direct and urban relationship to most of the streets around the site, which respects the streetwall along its edges. In particular, streetwalls along Sixteenth Street and South Street should be designed with varied and mostly continuous streetwalls to support their identification as urban local streets, but should also offer breaks in massing or pedestrian entry points to avoid creating a “superblock”. 


		Streetwall Height


Streetwall height may be variable amongst buildings on-site to maintain a dense urban character that complements the Arena Building’s mass. 


Building Height and Form


		Skyline Character


In order to create connections throughout the city, orient residents and visitors in Mission Bay South, and promote a sense of urban density in San Francisco, construct taller buildings in ways that not only add interest to the skyline character of Mission Bay South, but also offer opportunities for clear views to the existing downtown skyline from Mission Bay. 


Where tall buildings are constructed as civic amenities and symbolic spaces, unusual shapes and iconic architecture are encouraged to emphasize public significance within the urban form of the existing skyline. 


		Building Base


Where variety at the building base is more difficult to achieve due to an Arena Building’s size and bulk, innovative architecture, detailed facades, and artistic media are encouraged to add pedestrian interest and ground-level activity instead. Landscaping, stairways, Pedestrian Paths and wayfinding signage should be designed to achieve a comfortable and accessible scale at the building base. 


Projects should create an active interface with the public streets by providing: 1) public spaces that have adjacent activating uses; and 2) active commercial uses at street level which improve the pedestrian environment. 


		Roofscape


Recognizing that Arena Overlay District building roofs may be visible from higher surrounding locations, they should be designed as a “fifth façade” that may include green roofs, accessible terrace locations, tasteful lighting, distinctive and expressive architecture and media, and/or building identification. Mechanical equipment should be screened. 


Architectural Details


Visual Interest


The architecture should avoid any overt “theming” or prominent branding of the site as a whole, and should instead strive to achieve a varied and organic urban character.


Office buildings, retail components, and other non-Arena Buildings should be sited and designed so as to feel like they are responsive to and part of the broader fabric of the neighborhood and the City, and not only responsive to their relationship to the Arena Building. 


Color and Materials


Extreme contrasts in materials, colors, shapes, texture, and other characteristics should be designed to emphasize buildings within the Arena Overlay District according to their relative public importance. Architectural detailing, including incorporation of a varied color palette or transparency, should be provided such that the Arena Building becomes a highly recognizable symbol of civic pride and activity within Mission Bay and San Francisco.








101828332.3 





	2





 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




 




VI.




 




Blocks 29




-




32 Arena Overlay Zone 




Design 




Standards




 




and Guidelines
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From: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:01:24 PM


I don’t think we want to be in a position to tell them whom to meet, but quite honestly the best
course of action would be for them to proceed with AE3 because MEI appears to have been given
several opportunities to reach an agreement. I can fully support replacement of any SBE, including
MEI (even after they’ve been listed), with another SBE if the Warriors were unable to negotiate an
agreement in good faith. This is within reason and complies with our SBE program. If both of you
think it would help to express this to David Carlock and Clarke before their Thursday’s meeting,
maybe we should schedule a brief conference call to advise them. At the very least they’ll
understand our position.
 
Ray
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:22 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: Re: AOR Office/Retail
 
Catherine / Ray
 
I do not feel that it is appropriate for them to meet with MEI.  The meeting alone signals the wrong
message to MEI in my opinion.
 
With all things being considered, maybe MEI would be ideal for scope related to the Market Hall.
 
Any thoughts Ray?
 
George. 


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:49 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton,
GSW (David Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re
able to accomplish the required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I
anticipate they may have further questions on the project design and the specifics of
the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time now to debrief from that meeting. I’m
out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this week is best. Please let me
know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=1DF0D5C581EA4BA18A7011CD3C9215F6-RAYMOND C.

mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where
things stand?  We would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case
anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was
able to bring him up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I
promised to keep Rick and Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss
with you and Ray prior to any announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please
note that D-Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for
broad representation as we wrap up our final design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ
Engineers and Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee
that’s substantially higher than previously expected and which works for GSW and for
the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of the award from GSW before notifying the two
firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:[mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]

mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org





Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.  
I also want to thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they
should be on the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen
their pencil but failed to provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to
justify bringing them back on the project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project
which is not correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers,
YamaMar, Telamon and OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception
that there is a lack of Asian firms participating on the project to be factored into the
final decision.
 
Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been
made so that we can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use
for the Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we
were limited on how much emphasis we could put on local preference.  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)



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: David Manica; Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de


Water, Adam (ECN); Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse
Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan
(rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA; David Kelman; William Hon


Subject: RE: GSW EAST Side Design Update Images
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 10:16:00 AM
Attachments: Fig_2_2_On_Street_Parking.pdf


I think Erin’s idea is a very good one to help reinforce for the public that we’ve given careful
consideration of how to integrate public and bicycle transit into our overall design. Attached is a


diagram illustrating the bike and auto lane configuration on 16th St. for reference.
Clarke
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 11:58 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter; Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro; Van de Water, Adam; Clarke
Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David; Keith Robinson; Reilly, Catherine; Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua;
Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com);
RICHARD ALTUNA; David Kelman; William Hon
Subject: RE: GSW EAST Side Design Update Images
 
Thanks Erin.  If there is consensus on these points, we can get them integrated no problem.
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 1:05 PM
To: David Manica; Albert, Peter; Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro; Van de Water, Adam;
Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David; Keith Robinson; Reilly, Catherine; Jesse Blout; Switzky,
Joshua; Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan
(rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA; David Kelman; William Hon
Subject: RE: GSW EAST Side Design Update Images
 
Thanks David,
 
This is looking good.  I have a few comments:
 


·         16th Street should be illustrated with a 6’ bike lane and a 4’ buffer adjacent to the curb. 
Parking would be set to the south of the buffer.


·         It would be interesting to see the 16th Street view under two scenarios: without events (as
shown on slides 18-21) and during events. 


o    During events, we could show the Muni shuttles along the curb on slide 20, but the
view might need to be zoomed out (and maybe up) a bit.  From a illustrative point of
view, it might not be the prettiest, but I think it would be a good idea to give a sense
of how that activity will be organized, and it will also help to illustrate the story
about the special transit service that will be provided for these large events.


 
Thoughts Team?
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Best,
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 10:19 PM
To: Albert, Peter; Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro; Van de Water, Adam; Clarke Miller; Leah
DiCarlo; Winslow, David; Keith Robinson; Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua;
Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com);
RICHARD ALTUNA; David Kelman; William Hon
Cc: David Manica
Subject: GSW EAST Side Design Update Images
 
All,
In lieu of tomorrow’s East side design presentation, and as requested by Catherine last week, I am
providing you this link to download the updated EAST side design images.
 
 


https://file.ac/CvOYkaPdKwY/
 
 


The design tweaks are primarily related to the 16th street side landscape and bike valet - which you
will see in the later slides.  However, I have provided the entire set of current images for your
convenience.
 
Thank you very much and enjoy your Thursday.
Best,
D
 
David L. Manica
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
 


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


T     +1 816 421 8890
M    +1 816 786 9610
Skype   david.manica
manicaarchitecture.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo 


(MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran; Eric Womeldorff
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:22:16 PM


Ricardos's concern at the meeting on March 25 was that a bicycle signal would take 
green time away from vehicles.


We will include whatever SFMTA determines is appropriate. Our traffic LOS analysis 
currently does not consider a bicycle signal.  If one is required, then we need to 
know pronto (like tomorrow), and also the signal timing specs. Please let us know 
who we should contact to coordinate the signal timing assumptions.


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


On Apr 8, 2015, at 2:12 PM, Sallaberry, Mike <Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com> wrote:


From my most recent look at the design, I think a traffic signal here would make sense. 
A bike signal may make also be needed depending on the exact design of the 
intersection, but adding a bike signal to a traffic signal is not necessarily a big deal as it 
would just add more signal heads to existing signal infrastructure.
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 
<image001.png> SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 04, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc 
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(renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose 
Farran
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Right.
The EIR will state that there will be bicycle turn boxes (we'll use the correct 
terminology) at TFB/16th, but will not specify that there will be bicycle signals.  
The intersection analysis does not assume a bicycle signal.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Apr 4, 2015, at 9:18 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


No worries Kate!  "Planning water" is always a little muddy on projects this 
complex given the amount of review and re-review, and recurring 
discussions.  It's just part of the process, and I promise it will get fully 
refined and clarified.  Mike and Ricardo's group will be able to look at the 
full intersection for both civil design and signal design to make sure the 
solution is safe and efficient for all modes.  I think your recollection sounds 
right, and I'm copying Luba to confirm that it was determined that there 
would be no bike signal during the work session.  


Thank You,


Erin 
_____________________________________________
Erin Miller Blankinship
Development & Transportation Integration


SFMTA Sustainable Streets Division
415-701-5490 o
415-971-7429 m
 
_____________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser <kaufhauser@warriors.com>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
To: Miller, Erin <erin.miller@sfmta.com>, Clarke Miller 
<cmiller@stradasf.com>, Sallaberry, Mike <mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
Cc: Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com>, Olea, Ricardo 



mailto:renc@jmisports.com

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

tel:415-701-5490

tel:415-971-7429

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com





<ricardo.olea@sfmta.com>, Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) 
<b.grandy@fehrandpeers.com>, Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com) 
<renc@jmisports.com>, Reilly, Catherine <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, 
Jacob Nguyen <jnguyen@bkf.com>


Sorry to further muddy the water, but I thought MTA direction during our 3/25 CEQA 
meeting was NOT to include bike signals on TFB, though we’d previously been planning 
to. Erin, can you huddle with Ricardo and Mike and confirm? We need to work the 
correct direction into our TMP revisions (currently underway).
 
Looking forward to discussing next week. I’m available Mon, Tues, or Wed.
 
Thanks all.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob 
Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we 
could schedule a call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a 
time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for 
the bicycle signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to 
help with the latter design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
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Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the 
coordination of bike route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify 
who best to work with for both engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
 
 
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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy 
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new 
traffic and bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do 
need to advance the signal design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer 
of the infrastructure around our site) is able to design, permit, and construct the 
improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s construction. I understand 
MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached traffic signal 
phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South 


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best 
signaling approach for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of 
information to know if what’s attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its 
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analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting point it would be helpful to have a 
conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr & Peers, BKF (our civil 
engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design forward. It 
would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can 
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the 
appropriate MTA traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a 
conference call?
 
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: PJ Johnston
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Theo Ellington; Kate Aufhauser; Raymond Ridder; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Environmental Leadership
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:05:08 PM


Okay. If he does, just send him my way. gracias, pj


PJ JOHNSTON COMMUNICATIONS
2962 Fillmore Street  |  San Francisco, California 94123
office: (415) 923-8944  |  cell: (415) 260-8417
pj@pjcommunications.com
www.pjcommunications.com


On Apr 6, 2015, at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
wrote:


He never called back.
 
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: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 10:36 AM
To: PJ Johnston
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Raymond Ridder; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Environmental Leadership
 
Sounds good. 


On Mar 27, 2015, at 10:08 AM, PJ Johnston <pj@pjcommunications.com> 
wrote:


Don’t know why a PR guy would be calling about this, but best to 
refer to me in case there’s a media angle. If it’s something else I can 
refer out from there ...
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PJ JOHNSTON COMMUNICATIONS
2962 Fillmore Street  |  San Francisco, California 94123
office: (415) 923-8944  |  cell: (415) 260-8417
pj@pjcommunications.com
www.pjcommunications.com
 
On Mar 27, 2015, at 9:42 AM, Kate Aufhauser 
<KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Copying in PJ Johnston and Raymond Ridder. They can provide guidance 
as to best point of contact.
 
Thanks.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:33 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Theo Ellington
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
Some guy from So Cal from a PR firm.  Not sure what that counts for.  I 
can call and get more info.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San 
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:31 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
Press or community?
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
Great – Who is the right person to forward this guy to?  Guessing Kate 
would be a better person to talk to about this than me.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San 
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:26 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
AB900 certification designates our project as an Environmental 
Leadership Development Project. AB900 is also called the “Jobs and 
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act.”
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
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Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:24 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Environmental Leadership
 
Anyone know about an application for the Environmental Leadership 
something or another?  Received a call on it and wanted to try and get 
background before calling back.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San 
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); Kern, Chris


(CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Wong, Phillip (ECN); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Joyce
Subject: Call to Discuss City-Warriors obligations (1:00 to 2:00 p.m. today)
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:15:35 AM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v2 LCW JIF JSH.docx


All:
 
To support our call today at 1:00 p.m., attached is a copy of the City-Warriors Obligations provided
by Adam Van de Water, with comments inserted from Luba, Jose and Joyce.
 
Please use the following call-in details
                Call-in #                1-855-339-3724


      Conference ID#                1047
 
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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 The City shall fund and provide:


· Capital improvements, including:


· Lengthening the T-Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’, In EIR as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP; no changes to SB platform?


· Installing T-Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets, In EIR as part of SFMTA’s transit service plan, needs to be added to TMP


· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T-Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)


· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. Not in EIR, nor in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure?


· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. This is in EIR as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access. Is this now part of project? Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to  from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics?


· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of . In EIR as a planned project.  In EIR but not an event center project description item.


· The Transit Service Plan, including:


· Increased service on the T-Third and the 22-Fillmore. Clarification needed.  Increased service over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions?  The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.  Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing? This will require revisions to the analysis.  What periods? What level of attendance?


· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. In EIR, In TMP.


· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. In EIR as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts. No change.


· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA and Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.


· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain cars and increased North Bay Ferry and bus service Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.


· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the arena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?


· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; Not transportation, but included in EIR under Public Services 


· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. Not in EIR, not in TMP.  Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP


The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the arena; Not transportation, but addressed in EIR Public Services section.


· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service; In EIR, in TMP.


· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the arena not already provided by the Warriors; Not transportation, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control). Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street , Terry Francois/South Street and, Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description; New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure, is it now part of project description?


· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?


· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the arena; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Description needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Cannot be quantified.


· Coordinate office and arena deliveries in attempt to avoid P.M. peak traffic conditions; Not in EIR, not in TMP. 


· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.


· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this. Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.


· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the arena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site; In EIR and TMP.


· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided. Currently, EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.


· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park; Not in EIR, not in TMP.  IS this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP? 


· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events; Not in EIR, not in TMP. Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30p


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the arena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. (Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


Not in EIR, not in TMP. Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  


· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and operation of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street; and Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?


· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc).  Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?













From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); "Clarke Miller"; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Olea, Ricardo (MTA); Bob Grandy


(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:05:09 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png


Mike,
Clarke will be out of town next week. What about early in the week of 4/20?
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: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:58 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Hi Clarke,
This week has been packed for me due to our group being short-staffed, and tomorrow I’ll be in a
deposition for an undetermined amount of time (hopefully not long, but it’s impossible to predict).
 
Can we meet next week? Wed 4/15 PM is wide open.
 
I think the signals on TFB will be fairly straightforward but the one at Illinois/TFB/Mariposa may get
complicated as we have an intersection of a two-way bikeway on the east side of TFB with a bike
route on Mariposa and a bike lane on each side of the street on Illinois St.
 
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
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(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
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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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: Re: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:22:30 PM


Catherine / Ray


I do not feel that it is appropriate for them to meet with MEI.  The meeting alone
signals the wrong message to MEI in my opinion.


With all things being considered, maybe MEI would be ideal for scope related to the
Market Hall.


Any thoughts Ray?


George. 


On Apr 6, 2015, at 4:49 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton,
GSW (David Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re
able to accomplish the required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I
anticipate they may have further questions on the project design and the specifics of
the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time now to debrief from that meeting. I’m
out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this week is best. Please let me
know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where
things stand?  We would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case
anything crosses her desk.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was
able to bring him up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I
promised to keep Rick and Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss
with you and Ray prior to any announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please
note that D-Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for
broad representation as we wrap up our final design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ
Engineers and Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee
that’s substantially higher than previously expected and which works for GSW and for
the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of the award from GSW before notifying the two
firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.  
I also want to thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they
should be on the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen
their pencil but failed to provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to
justify bringing them back on the project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project
which is not correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers,
YamaMar, Telamon and OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception
that there is a lack of Asian firms participating on the project to be factored into the
final decision.
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Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been
made so that we can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use
for the Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we
were limited on how much emphasis we could put on local preference.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 5:37:42 PM


Paul,
Responses are below in red.
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20.


·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site. Thanks.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing? Correct)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know
the height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication? We are targeting submission of the BC/SD packages for the OCII and Planning
Commissions which are tentatively scheduled for mid-May through early June. Let us know if
there is particular information you need before DSEIR publication and we can do our best to
produce it in advance.


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well? Below is a link to the West Side
CAC presentation from last night in which several renderings were presented. Between this
set and the December ones of the East Side, we should have sufficient renderings for use in
the DSEIR.
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A file has been sent to you via Hightail - the best way to send, share, and store your files. Try it
now.


Download the file - 15 0409 GSW WEST SIDE CAC Pfau Long AE3 - with credits.pdf


Your file will expire after 7 days or 100 downloads.


 
 
 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
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Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
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Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
 3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


 3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


 3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


 3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


 3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


 3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


 3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the







previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA







format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


 3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


 3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


 3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including







level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


      
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
 6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


 6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


 6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


 6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare







renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jesse Blout; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:56:15 PM


Clarke,
 
Regarding MEI, while I do not know the full situation with them, I’d like to express again that the
business circumstance of replacing MEI with AE3 is fully supportable when MEI was given several
opportunities, in good faith, to negotiate an agreement but didn’t. Please keep this in mind as you
discuss next steps.
 
Sincerely,
Ray
 
 


From: Lee, Raymond (CII) 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 4:50 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Julia Nunes
(jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
 
Clarke,
 
Thank you for providing the fee/scope breakdown and please proceed with awards. For clarity, our
Commissioners have requested that we examine associate relationships and separately identify SBE
credits (those dollars credited toward the SBE goal) from actual SBE participation. Under this basis,
we will fully recognize the MEP fees toward the SBE goal and will separately report on actual SBE
participation when the time comes. The BMS fee, however, will not be counted towards the goal,
but please be assured that this will not detract from the message we intend to convey, which is the
tremendous cooperation and efforts your team has exerted thus far.
 
Please call me or George if you have any question or concerns.
 
Thanks,
Ray
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 10:45 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kevin Graham (kgraham@ssr-inc.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: GSW scope/fee split for MEP-related disciplines
 
George,
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Per your request, attached is the fee/scope split between SSR and its SBE partners for
Mechanical/Plumbing and for Electrical. As you can see, each SBE will retain a minimum of 35% of
the scope and fee related to its discipline.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. We’d like to award these disciplines as soon as
possible. I’ll be out on vacation next week, so I’ve copied SSR here so they may award in my absence
if you don’t have a chance to review today.
 
Lastly, we had a productive meeting with MEI yesterday. We clarified scope and fee, as well as
overall performance expectations. Our team needs to discuss next steps, and as you and I discussed,
I’ll be sure to connect with you before any announcements are made.
 
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: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Jesse Blout; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII); "David Carlock"
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 2:56:18 PM


Clarke,
 
Thanks for keeping us abreast. For consideration, the ideal course of action would be to proceed
with AE3 because it appears MEI has already been given several opportunities to reach an
agreement. Their failure to reach an agreement, when negotiated in good faith, is supportable cause
for replacement, even if MEI has been listed in the past. Replacing an SBE firm with another SBE for
good cause has been a practice allowed at OCII and I wanted to express this in case you have
concerns about our practices.
 
Sincerely,
Ray
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:49 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Absolutely. Topline, we have a meeting Thursday morning with MEI, Kendall Heaton, GSW (David
Carlock), and myself during which we’ll hear from MEI on whether they’re able to accomplish the
required scope for the fee we have earmarked for this role. I anticipate they may have further
questions on the project design and the specifics of the role too. If you’d like, we could set up time
now to debrief from that meeting. I’m out of the office next week for vacation, so the end of this
week is best. Please let me know what works on your end.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:17 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke – when we meet tomorrow, could you please give me an update on where things stand?  We
would like to update Tiffany so she is aware of the situation in case anything crosses her desk.
 
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
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Thanks for the note, George. I had a productive conversation with Rick where I was able to bring him
up-to-speed (his partner, Doug, apparently hadn’t yet briefed him). I promised to keep Rick and
Doug apprised of the situation, but I will be sure to discuss with you and Ray prior to any
announcements.
 
You’re correct that we do have nice representation from Asian SBEs (though please note that D-
Scheme was not selected for our team). We will continue to strive for broad representation as we
wrap up our final design team member selections.
 
Also, good news on the MEP discipline. I’ve spent a lot of time speaking with SJ Engineers and
Meyers+ over the last two weeks, and I think we’ve found a scope/fee that’s substantially higher
than previously expected and which works for GSW and for the SBEs. I’m awaiting final approval of
the award from GSW before notifying the two firms, but wanted to let you know this encouraging
news.
 
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 8:55 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Lee, Raymond (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: AOR Office/Retail
 
Clarke
 
I appreciate you being up front with us regarding the AOR for the office/retail matter.   I also want to
thank you for calling Rick.
 
Personally, I have concerns with the potential fall out since both architects feel they should be on
the project.  Quite honestly, MEI was given an opportunity to sharpen their pencil but failed to
provide a competitive number so it will be more challenging to justify bringing them back on the
project.
 
You mentioned yesterday that there is a lack of Asian participation on the project which is not
correct.  Currently,  there are five firms: D-scheme Studio. SJ Engineers, YamaMar, Telamon and
OLMM.  I mention this because I do not want the perception that there is a lack of Asian firms
participating on the project to be factored into the final decision.
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Finally, I ask that your team follow up with us before any announcement has been made so that we
can collectively think about how to respond from our end.
 
Respectfully,
George
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Art RFP
 
Got it. Thanks for closing the loop on this item, Catherine.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: OCII Art RFP
 
Clarke – I finally finished reviewing the RFP OCII did and there wasn’t anything to use for the
Warriors related to local artists.  Again, since we were using federal funds, we were limited on how
much emphasis we could put on local preference.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: RE: today"s warriors check in
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:39:00 PM


I am on the call.  Let me know if you had to cancel.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:11 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: today's warriors check in
 
Can we do a quick 3:30 check in by phone?
 
877-336-1828, 955112
 
 
 
_________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(415) 554-5194
ken.rich@sfgov.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: ESA, but not Warriors-related
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:45:19 AM


Chris:
 
Thanks, much.  By, say, next Wednesday COB would be fine.  The questions are somewhat in
“marketing-speak,” so can be left open to your own interpretation!…
 
 
 


1.    PROJECT DRIVERS: Has the City/your department experienced any notable
changes in need or ability to implement projects (e.g., Funding, regulations,
growth, other)?


2.    PROJECT TRENDS:  Are there any notable changes in the types of projects
the City is processing, or project approach/delivery for those projects?
 
 


3.    AGENCY CHANGES:  Are there any notable changes in mission, focus, or
structure that affect how / if the City will use consultants?


4.    NEEDED SERVICES AND AREAS OF EXPERTISE:  Are there changes the
City is experiencing in environmental services or technical expertise needed
for projects?
 
 


5.    PERSPECTIVE ON ESA:  What do you think of us for now? If we could add /
improve one thing, what would it be?
 
 


6.    COMPETITORS:  What other CEQA consultants do you like to work with and
why? If ESA isn’t available, who do you go to for?


 
 
Thanks, in advance, and of course, you can call me if you have 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
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:31 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: ESA, but not Warriors-related
 
No problem. Go ahead and send me the questions by email. When do you need my response (might
take me a few days)?
 
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: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:14 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: ESA, but not Warriors-related
 
Chris:
 
Recognizing you are busy, but as what happens time to time at ESA, our marketing department
would like for me to follow up with a few of ESA’s key clients (EP obviously being one of the them)
regarding their general perceptions of the development climate, CEQA, and our company.  Towards
that end, would it be possible for me to send you a list of 6 specific questions for you to respond to?
  Your responses can be as short or long as you like.  Should you choose to accept this mission, I can
either 1 ) just email the questions to you for you to prepare a written response and send back to me,
or, if easier 2) we could go over the questions over the phone, and I can receive your responses that
way. 
 
If you are just overly busy and have no time in the foreseeable future, I understand (it’s not my
favorite part of the job either!).  Just let me know, 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: Clarke Miller; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49:20 AM


Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20. 


·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing?)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know the
height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication?


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well?


 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
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as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
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·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in


the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from







your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main







Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we







never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12







(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18:48 PM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2014-09-25.pdf


UCSF-4 FAA Determination 2.pdf
UCSF-4 Caltrans Heliport Permit.pdf


Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.


Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
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criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Murphy, Mary


G.; "NSekhri@gibsondunn.com"
Cc: Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Jose Farran
Subject: Updated GSW ADSEIR Data Request
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 5:52:04 PM
Attachments: CEQA Info Needs_04-09-15.xlsx
Importance: High


All:
 
As a result of our meeting today, and review of still outstanding information, and certain new
information needs, I have updated the needs request matrix (see attached)
 


·         Rows highlighted in yellow are request items that are either past due, have a pending date
for submittal, or are new data items


·         Catherine:  Please respond to Items # 2 and #5


·         Clarke and Kate:
1.        Please respond to Items #4, #8, #9, #11 through #18, #20, and new items #20B and


20C.


2.        In Items #14, #15, #16 and #17, as Luba indicates in red in the attached matrix, she
needs those responded a little sooner (i.e., on 4/15/15) than your recommended
revised date of 4/18/15.  Please confirm this is possible.


·         Chris and Brett


1.        Please respond to Items #26, #28, and new Items #28A and #28B


·         ESA will follow up directly with Environ on Issues #21, #22, and #23.


·         Luba is following up with SFMTA directly on Issues #29 and #30.


Thanks in advance for everyone’s attention to this.   Please do not hesitate to contact 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
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Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Category			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered/
Status			Notes			Old Date Due 			Old Date Delivered			Old Notes


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			1			AB 900 Administrative Record			Addenda to 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR

Please provide all available Addenda prepared for the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR. (Please note that ESA already has copies of Addenda #7, #8 and #9, so we don't need those.)




			OCII/EP 			4/15/15			3/19/15			OCII provided the Addenda			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 --			RESPONSE FROM SPONSOR:
General: Site plan revision is underway. Revised site plans will be completed along with revised Major Phase documentation and submitted to ESA simultaneously. 

Transportation: Requested revisions to transportation-related diagrams are underway. Projected date for completion and submission is 10/3.)


			2			Cumulative Analyses			Cumulative Projects Being Constructed in Mission Bay Plan Area 

Please 1) Approximate construction start/end dates  2) Approximate level of development (general uses and square footage) for other cumulative projects in Mission Bay, including on Blocks 33/34, 40, 26/27 (Uber), and other.




			OCII 			4/15/15


			3			Project Description			Conditions of Approval.  Please confirm if OCII will impose Conditions of Approval for the GSW project (e.g., include TMP as Condition of Approval, as UCSF requests).
			OCII 			4/15/15			4/1/15			Group determined that OCII will include conditions of approval for a number of improvement measures and other miscellaneous items


			4			Project Description			Amendments to Mission Bay Planning Documents.  Please provide a list of the proposed amendments to the  Mission Bay Planning Documents (.e.g, Design for Development) that will be required for the project.
			OCII/Sponsor 			4/15/15


			5			Draft SEIR Public Hearing			Draft SEIR Public Hearing Date.  Please confirm if June 16, 2015 will be the date scheduled for the Draft SEIR Public Hearing.
			OCII 			4/15/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/10/14


			6			AB 900 - Administrative Record			City CAO/Sponsor:  Please review the draft list (provided separately to you) of information assumed to be provided in the AB 900 administrative record and provide any comments/recommendations.			City CAO/
Sponsor's Counsel			3/27/15			3/27/15			Lists were provided by both John M. and Mary M.


			7			Project Description -Project Approvals			UCSF View Easement Description:  The sponsor provided ESA the tentative map that shows the boundary of the UCSF view easement on the project site.  Please provide the easement description for what it specifically covers (e.g., heights, etc.?) - I believe Neil indicated he had that.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/16/15			N Sekhri provided view easement figure and standards


			8			Project Description			Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description:  Please provide conceptual site plan for project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza).  Please describe if the limited retail included in the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development square footage.			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/26/2015 with more refined plans to be submitted on 4/20/15


			9			Wind			Wind Tunnel Test of Revised Project and Project Variant:  Please have RWDI model the wind impacts of the proposed Revised Project and Project Variant  (we don't need the Existing scenario as that is already completed; we will just need the Existing Plus Project, and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios similar to what you did for the proposed project.  			Sponsor			4/15/15


			10			Transportation/Safety			Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility.  The sponsor indicated it had conducted a preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad.  Please provide that preliminary review			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/18/15			ESA to provide separate analysis of project impacts on UCSF helipad operations


			11			Project Description			Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses. 			Sponsor			3/27/15			sponsor to provide in late April/
early May 2015			Sponsor to provide list of policies following their community meetings in late April


			12			Air Quality			Timing of Payment of Offset AQ Mitigation. Please confirm if the sponsor intends to pay for the off-set mitigaiton for criteria pollutants in one payment prior to project construction, or, in two payments (one prior to project construction and the second prior to project operation)			Sponsor			3/27/15


			13			GHGs			GHG Checklist:  Please provide the sponsor's GHG checklist for the project.			Sponsor			4/15/15									 10/10/2014						Per the PUC WWE memo sent to Chris Kern 9/12/14 and forwarded to the project sponsor, the Warriors are completing a detailed formal report on the project's wastewater system, with estimated demands consistent with the City's criteria for calculating wastewater generation. Date for anticipated completion and submission of this report is no later than 10/10/14. 

At ESA's request, the project sponsor could prepare a one-page memo on the topic based on the Water Demand Memo, above, to meet the 10/1 deadline. Please note, however, that the value provided would not meet the City's criteria and would not be consistent with the values provided in the forthcoming report. We are not anticipating submitting this memo unless requested. 


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  In light of the revised project, please confirm if any of the proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project) need to be updated			Sponsor			11/1/14									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Plans are available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/m15v2ifrinjqw0q/Task39_ProjectWastewater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0 
and https://www.dropbox.com/s/2z9g8jr3grfmmjt/Task39_ProjectWater_UtilityPlans_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0. Please note these plans are also being used in the project Major Phase application. 


			14			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to the end of an event, and provide details			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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


			15			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure 5.2-13 to remain?			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			16			Transportation			On-street Loading.  Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9.  Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to Third Street.			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response provided by sponsor on 3/22/2015;

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed from sponsor by 4/15/15 (although full TMP can wait until 4/18/15)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

o This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces in total (one to South Street, one to 16th Street). 


			17			Transportation			16th Street Sidewalk.  Project sponsor and OCII to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional queuing areas.  It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.  Plus the additional queuing areas.]			Sponsor			3/27/15			3/22/2015

LCW indicates figures and info. needed by 4/15/15 (otherwise will analyze 15-foot sidewalk in SEIR)			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			18			Transportation			TMP Performance Standards.  Project sponsor to review performance standards included in the TMP to see if need to be revised			Sponsor			3/27/15			partial response: 3/22/2015

TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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

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



			19			Project Description/Transportation			Proposed Contractor Parking Plan.  To responsd to UCSF's concerns during construction, does the sponsor intend to require a construction contractor parking plan? 			Sponsor			4/15/15			3/26/2015

LCW will identify improvement measure in Transportation section in SEIR

			On 3/2515, Erin Miller provided DPW parking legislation that was pending approval from the SF BOS.

On 3.26/15, Kate A: provided the following Warriors proposed contractor language for addressing construction worker parking:

Prior to awarding sub-contracts, parking plans will be discussed with contractors to make them aware of available resources. These may include the substantial daytime availability in Lot A (except daytime game-days), and potential resources south of the project site that are under consideration by the project sponsor. In addition, on-site parking will be made available to contractors and workers when feasible.

Workers will also be heavily encouraged to take transit to the site. If demand warrants, the Warriors would work with contractors and the Mission Bay TMA to extend the operation of an early-morning shuttle that currently transports construction workers from transit hubs to active project sites in Mission Bay. 




			20			TMP			Final TMP.  			Sponsor			5/1/2015
revised 4/18/15			TMP promised by sponsor on 4/18/2015 OK			On 3/22/15, Kate A. provided the following:

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


			20A			Alternatives			Conceptual Site Plan  This should be accompanied by a brief summary table of:
• the reduced square footages of uses
• reduced number of stories of office and retail buildings and podium structure, as applicable
• reduced on/off-site parking count and underground parking levels as applicable; and possible reduced excavation of soils for off-site hauling
• reduced open space, as applicable 
• estimated reduced construction schedule (months)
• and any other principal differences compared to the proposed project. 


			Sponsor			4/6/15			3/26/15			Kate A. provided conceptual site plans for No Project and Reduced Intensity Alts.


			20B (new)			Transportation (new)			Helipad Issues

Assumed Maximum Tower Heights

a.  The SEIR presently indicates the two proposed office towers would be 160 feet in height excluding the unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.  What do you estimate would be the maximum tower height with the mechanical equipment/enclosures, etc.? (For example, I recall at the Piers 30-32 site, the rooftop equipment proposed on the buildings at SWL 337 added another 11 feet to the building height)

b.  Aside from the rooftop mechanical equipment/enclosures discussed above, are other rooftop features proposed or possible, such as signage, antennas, flagpoles, or other features on the building rooftops?

			Sponsor			4/15/15


			20C (new)			Transportation			Helipad Issues

Construction Tower Cranes.  Can you please estimate 1) how many tower cranes you may use simultaneously during construction, 2) the total estimated duration (months) that tower crane(s) may be used, 2 ) the anticipated maximum height of the tower crane(s), 3) the maximum reach of the working arm from the crane tower mast, and 4) where the crane(s) may located on-site or adjacent to the project site.			Sponsor			4/15/15


			21			Air Quality			List of Tier 4 Availability : Please provide list of Tier 4 equipment availabililty. 
			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			22			Air Quality			Modeling of Health Risk of Generators : Please provide results of modeling of on-site generators.			Environ			3/27/15									 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14			 9/30/2014			Conceptual stormwater treatment is diagrammed at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/2nbgj0728gjsxtf/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0.

Calculations available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/azv50esx3uqbmho/Task40_StormwaterManagementPlan_Calcs_2014.09.30.pdf?dl=0


			23			Air Quality			Use of 2010 or Newer Haul Trucks: Please provide results of use of only 2010 or newer haul trucks for soil off-hauling part of construction.			Environ			3/27/15


			24			Utilities			UCSF Stormwater System.  Please follow up with UCSF to provide the UCSF MS4 stormwater system drainage boundaries.			EP			3/27/15			3/18/15


			25			Air Quality			UCSF BAAQMD Permit.  As referenced in Comment No 31 in UCSF's 2/16/15 comment letter on Ad SEIR 1a, UCSF indicates they attached their BAAQMD permit to the comment letter; however, this was not provided in the version of the comment letter EP forwareded to ESA.  Please either provide the attachement if you have it, or follow up with UCSF to get a copy of their BAAQMD permit.			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			26			Utilities			Fair Share Agreement.  Chris Kern indicated he would follow up with John Roddy to discuss the fair share mitigation.  Please provide direction resulting from that discussion.

 Please also provide copy of PUC nexus study referrenced at the 3/12/15 meeting 			EP			3/27/15


			27			GHGs			GHG Approach for SEIR:  Chris Kern and Jessica Range indicated they would provide ESA with an approriate appoach for project GHGs for the GSW project, considering AB900 GHG analysis that was completed, the City's GHG checklist and other considerations. 			EP			3/27/15			3/17/15


			28			AB 900 Administrative Record			1990 MB FEIR Findings and MMRP:  Please provide.			EP			3/27/15


			28A (new)			Utilities			SFPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station.  Need citeable FPUC Document with respect to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station whether pump station are conveyance system upgrades will be needed to accommodate the proposed GSW project, and what those upgrades would entail.			EP			4/15/15


			28B (new)			Air Quality			SEIR Air Quality Section with guidance on how to address off-set mitigation.			EP			4/15/15


			29			Transit			Barrier on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if railing could be installed within the T Third median between 16th and South Streets to prevent pedestrians from crossing the tracks. If so, where.			SFMTA			3/27/15			Luba to discuss with Julie K more on the week of April 15 (LCW proposing to use SFMTA edits provided already)


			30			Transit			Mini- Platform on Third Street.  SFMTA to confirm if a “mini” platform for northbound service would be constructed south of South Street.			SFMTA			3/27/15			From the March 25 meeting, it did not appear that SFMTA staff thought the mini-platorm made sense; Luba to follow up with Julie K. to discuss more on the week of April 14 (Does not look likely)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Michael Nimon"
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:12:00 AM


Great – sorry for the duplication.  Someone had asked me about the status and wanted to make sure
I kept things going (though appears all good).  Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:12 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Yes, those are the comments that we have received.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:09 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 


Friday the 27th.
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
He did about two weeks ago and we incorporated them. Was that the latest or is there a newer
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version of the comments?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Thanks.  Did Adam forward you the comments from KMA? 
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Hi Catherine,
 
I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com


 



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:mnimon@epsys.com

http://www.epsys.com/






From: Yamauchi, Lori
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller


(cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben; Fung, Neil
Subject: RE: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 8:03:11 PM


Catherine,
 
Thanks for your prompt response.  Yes, as I noted below, the meeting should take place after Adam
returns.  If you wish to set it up for the week that he gets back, that’s fine.  Please advise as to who
from the City will attend.  It is imperative that SF Police and GSW security be included in the
meeting.  Thank you.
 
Lori
 
Lori Yamauchi
University of California, San Francisco
Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Planning
Phone:  (415) 476-8312
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Yamauchi, Lori; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke
Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben;
Fung, Neil
Subject: RE: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
 
Hi, Lori – would it be ok to wait until Adam is back?  He has been taking the lead on this with the City
folks, and if possible to wait, I think the conversation would be more productive.  I can be working
on setting it up in the meantime so that it occurs the week he gets back.
 
Let me know.  Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Yamauchi, Lori [mailto:Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 12:04 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben;
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Fung, Neil
Subject: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
 
Adam, Catherine, Kate and Clarke,
 
Catherine – since Adam is out through next week, can you please get back to me on whether the
meeting I propose below is possible and who from the City should be involved? 
 
Per Adam and Catherine’s meeting with Barbara French and me last week, the issue of security
plans was briefly discussed.  After a meeting with Kate and Clarke today, I asked if UCSF could meet
with the City and GSW staff re: security planning for the Event Center and environs.  In particular, I
would like to include UCSF Police personnel (Mike Denson, Eric Partika), UCSF Medical Center
security (Ben Gordon, Neil Fung) in the meeting.  Would it be possible for SF Police and GSW
security to be represented at the meeting? 
 
The point of the meeting is to discuss assumptions that UCSF, the City and the GSW can use in
developing their security plans in and around the Event Center, discuss how SFPD and GSW security
plan to provide security in and around the Event Center vis-à-vis UCPD, discuss staffing (by type,
number, hours/frequency), and discuss how the design of the Event Center encourages or
discourages crime/vagrancy/etc.,
 
Kate and Clarke were agreeable to such a meeting after Adam returns from his vacation.  If the City
is agreeable, I would be happy to arrange the meeting, once I know who are the attendees. 
 
Catherine – please advise with the City attendees.  Kate – please advise with the GSW attendees. 
 
Thank you.
 
Lori
 
Lori Yamauchi
University of California, San Francisco
Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Planning
654 Minnesota St., 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
Phone:  (415) 476-8312
Cell:  (415) 602-6898
 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57:39 PM


Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
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Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


  Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project Warriors Pending  Should be similar in







Site Plan   format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously
submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken







from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.







 
  3-13 Project South and


West Elevations
Warriors Pending  Should be similar in


format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted







SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Wong, Diane C.
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:13:24 PM
Attachments: UCSF.ZIP


CAD file attached.
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:18 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green;
Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Jeff Wright
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
 
Chris, please see below.  Also, I am copying Jeff Wright of Heliplanners on this email.  Should you or
team have further detailed questions, please feel free to contact Jeff, but also please include me on any
communication.
 
Thanks. Diane


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55 AM11`
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce;
Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject:  Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors
project and the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is
requesting the following materials and information:
 


1.       Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in this
figure to ESA in AutoCAD.


Jeff Wright of Heliplanners provided me with the most recent Heliport Layout Plan (attached).  Their
staff person with access to the AutoCAD files is out of the office until Monday, so they will
provide the file to you at that time.
 


2.       Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported the
Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


We do not have a background study supporting the Heliport Layout Plan. The FAA and Caltrans
requirements noted in the Helipad Feasibility Study were used to guide the HLP.
[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.       If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
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from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the helipad?


Clarification:  The 7480 application is the FAA airspace application, not the Caltrans permit package.
 I am attaching the latest FAA extension letter, as well as the Caltrans approvals.  Please note
that there was a typo in the latitude.  We have since corrected that, and the correct latitude
is 37˚ 45’ 59” N (longitude was correctly identified as 122˚ 23’ 26” W).


4.       A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established safety
criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-established
safety criteria?


We ended up not doing that.  Those criteria are already addressed by FAA regulations and EMS
helicopter operators' in-house go/no-go criteria.


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: Kate Aufhauser; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo (MTA);


Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 1:45:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Erin,
Have you been able to connect internally at MTA to determine availabilities for a meeting to discuss
traffic signal and bicycle turn box design? Please let us know.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Sunday, April 05, 2015 10:38 PM
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Erin Miller
Cc: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com); Molly Hayes; Olea,
Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Great. Thank you all!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 04, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Erin Miller
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike; Bob Grandy; Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com);
Molly Hayes; Olea, Ricardo; Reilly, Catherine; Jacob Nguyen; Jose Farran
Subject: Re: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Right.
The EIR will state that there will be bicycle turn boxes (we'll use the correct terminology) at
TFB/16th, but will not specify that there will be bicycle signals.  The intersection analysis
does not assume a bicycle signal.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
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(c) 415-385-7031
 
 


 
On Apr 4, 2015, at 9:18 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
 


No worries Kate!  "Planning water" is always a little muddy on projects this complex
given the amount of review and re-review, and recurring discussions.  It's just part of
the process, and I promise it will get fully refined and clarified.  Mike and Ricardo's
group will be able to look at the full intersection for both civil design and signal design
to make sure the solution is safe and efficient for all modes.  I think your recollection
sounds right, and I'm copying Luba to confirm that it was determined that there would
be no bike signal during the work session.  


Thank You,


Erin 
_____________________________________________
Erin Miller Blankinship
Development & Transportation Integration


SFMTA Sustainable Streets Division
415-701-5490 o
415-971-7429 m
 
_____________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser <kaufhauser@warriors.com>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
To: Miller, Erin <erin.miller@sfmta.com>, Clarke Miller <cmiller@stradasf.com>,
Sallaberry, Mike <mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com>
Cc: Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com>, Olea, Ricardo
<ricardo.olea@sfmta.com>, Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
<b.grandy@fehrandpeers.com>, Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
<renc@jmisports.com>, Reilly, Catherine <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, Jacob
Nguyen <jnguyen@bkf.com>


Sorry to further muddy the water, but I thought MTA direction during our 3/25 CEQA meeting was
NOT to include bike signals on TFB, though we’d previously been planning to. Erin, can you huddle
with Ricardo and Mike and confirm? We need to work the correct direction into our TMP revisions
(currently underway).
 
Looking forward to discussing next week. I’m available Mon, Tues, or Wed.
 
Thanks all.
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


<image001.png>
website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes; Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy
(B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Erin, thanks for letting us know.
 
Mike, please let me know a few days/times that work for you next week when we could schedule a
call with the broader team, and I’ll coordinate with our team to find a time that works.
 
And just so I’m clear, will Mike be able to assist with engineering and signal design for the bicycle
signals and the auto signals, or does another engineer from MTA need to help with the latter
design?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 12:19 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Sallaberry, Mike
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals
 
Clark,
 
I think Mike Sallaberry would be the best person at MTA to coordinate with on the coordination of bike
route design and signal coordination.  He should be able to identify who best to work with for both
engineering and signal design.  
 
Mike, can you help us connect to your staff to assist with this request?
 
Thank you,
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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: Clarke Miller [CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:24 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Jacob Nguyen; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
Reilly, Catherine; Olea, Ricardo; Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Kacie Renc
(renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW: traffic & bicycle signal design for new TFB signals


Hi Erin,
 
While we discussed in our last CEQA meeting that the level of specificity for the new traffic and
bicycle signal designs on TFB could be vague in the SEIR, we actually do need to advance the signal
design now so Mission Bay Development Group (developer of the infrastructure around our site) is
able to design, permit, and construct the improvements (at least below-grade) in advance of GSW’s
construction. I understand MTA has in-house engineers that can handle signal design. I’ve attached
traffic signal phasing and timing as proposed by our consultants at Fehr & Peers for the TFB & South


and TFB & 16th intersections. We’d need to work with MTA to decide the best signaling approach
for Illinois & Mariposa. I’m not familiar enough with this type of information to know if what’s
attached is sufficient for MTA’s engineers to base its analysis/design off of, so I think as a starting
point it would be helpful to have a conference call with the appropriate MTA signal engineer, Fehr
& Peers, BKF (our civil engineer), and GSW to discuss how we can best advance the signal design
forward. It would be helpful to have Mike from your Bike group participate too so the group can
debate the appropriate bicycle signals on the cycletrack too.
 
If you agree with this approach, can you forward contact information for the appropriate MTA
traffic signal engineer and for Bike Mike, and I’ll coordinate a conference call?
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: PJ Johnston; Theo Ellington; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee"s Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:21:22 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks Catherine, just got off the phone with Theo and briefed him about the Mayor’s Earthday
plans and he is going to get back to me.  Much appreciated.
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 12:01 PM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Cc: PJ Johnston; Theo Ellington; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Gail Hunter
(ghunter@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
I realized I forgot to talk about this at the meeting.  I’m cc-ing some additional folks from the GSW
team.
 
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: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:46 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
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That’s great, I’ve been trying to reach out to Gail Hunter with GSW to check in so still waiting to hear
back from her --
 


Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756


 


SFEnvironment.org
Facebook  
  


 
 
 
Newsletter
Twitter
 


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 9:01 AM
To: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)
Subject: RE: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Thanks! I am seeing the GSW today and will ask if there is any issue announcing this and/or
if there is any other exciting news such as this that would be appropriate to announce at the
same time.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV)"
Date:04/07/2015 8:58 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Catherine
 
I sent this email to Adam but see he is out this week, did want to keep him in the loop on
this and happy to check in with you if you would like.
 
Thanks
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Rodriguez, Guillermo (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:17 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
 
Hi Adam
 
Do you have time tomorrow to talk, want to check in with you on the Mayor’s earth day
announcement – at a meeting Steve Kawa suggested that it may be fun to announce the
warriors going zero waste at their new facility and conversations have gone on about it but
wanted to check in with you too.
 
Thanks,
 
Guillermo Rodriguez
Policy & Communications Director
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
guillermo.rodriguez@sfgov.org  T: (415) 355-3756
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
From: Raphael, Deborah (ENV) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee's Climate Action Tour - 4/22 9:00am
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Debbie Raphael, Director 
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
debbie.raphael@sfgov.org
(415) 355-3701
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Gavin, John (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: RE: today"s warriors check in
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:46:00 PM
Attachments: image002.png


I just tried calling in again as well (oops – it just cut me off at the 15 minute rule.  Just called back in
and am on hold).  Someone probably needs to call in as the host.  I don’t have that number. 
 
Since it is just the three of us, we could just do a conferencing in of each of us.  I’m at my desk 415-
749-2516.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:44 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: RE: today's warriors check in
 
I’ve been on hold, may have dialed the wrong code, recalling now…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of the City Administrator
City Hall, Room 362
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6556
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: RE: today's warriors check in
 
I am on the call.  Let me know if you had to cancel.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
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   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: Rich, Ken (ECN) 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:11 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Gavin, John (ECN)
Subject: today's warriors check in
 
Can we do a quick 3:30 check in by phone?
 
877-336-1828, 955112
 
 
 
_________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(415) 554-5194
ken.rich@sfgov.org
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:ken.rich@sfgov.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "2jbdecastro@gmail.com"
Subject: 280/Mariposa/GSW Call
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:23:00 AM


Hi, John – good to touch base and good luck with the move.  Let me know some times that would
work for you to talk in the next few days.  Some openings that I have are:
 
Thursday – 12-1 (will also have some time in the morning/afternoon, but holding for another
meeting)
Friday – 10-11 and 12-1.30
Monday – 8-11 and 4.30
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:2jbdecastro@gmail.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Rich, Ken (ECN); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Follow-up to Traffic Impact of Full GSW Transportation Strategy
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 1:31:02 PM
Attachments: City-Warriors Obligations - v5 Table.docx


City-Warriors Obligations - v5 List Reorganized.docx


All,
As a follow-up to yesterday's conference call regarding the City-Warriors obligations,
attached are 2 files:


1. Adam's list in tabular format with numbers and responses to questions
2. Adam's list re-organized (showing the numbering system from the first file),


that groups the items according in the following categories:


Items currently in the SEIR as part of the project or part of the
Muni Special Transit Service Plan.  These items are already
accounted for in the analysis
Items currently in the SEIR as part of other city projects or existing
city services for events
Items currently in the SEIR as Mitigation or Improvement Measures
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for the
Event Center impacts to be added to the SEIR
Items that could be included in a new mitigation measure for
overlapping events at the Event Center and AT&T park, to be
added to the SEIR


Please let us know if you have any additional questions. We can discuss these item
further next Weds if necessary.


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



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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			No.


			Measure


			Transportation-related Item?


			Currently in the TMP?


			Currently in the EIR analysis?


			Quantitative analysis for EIR possible?


			Notes/Questions





			A


			The City shall fund and provide:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1


			· Capital improvements, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.1.1


			· Lengthening the T -Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			no changes to SB platform?





			a.1.2


			· Installing T -Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.3


			· Installing a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as part of SFMTA’ s transit service plan


			Done


			





			a.1.4


			· Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T -Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise 


			Yes


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Not needed


			Do not think that this needs to be in EIR or TMP (agree)





			a.1.5


			· Working with Caltrans to Install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound, and. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a new improvement measure?





			a.1.6


			· Extending the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. 


			Yes


			No


			Yes, as an improvement measure for emergency vehicle access.


			Done


			Unclear that it is needed right away; will change access to Indiana St from WB Mariposa.  EP: Do we want to include this as a condition of approval rather than an improvement measure, as we've done for other topics? I suggest not because it is not clear that it is not needed.





			a.1.7


			· Installing a two-way cycle track along the eastern side of Terry Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project.


			Yes


			Not needed


			Yes


			Not necessary


			not an event center project description item.





			a.2


			· The Transit Service Plan, including:


			


			


			


			


			





			a.2.1a


a.2.1b


			· Increased service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes; The SFMTA Special Events Transit Service Plan currently assumes increased Central Subway/T Third service during large events, but no additional service on the 22 Fillmore. Increased service on the 22 Fillmore is a mitigation measure.


			Done


			Is the Special Events Transit Service Plan changing?


If increased service is over and above the planned Central Subway and TEP assumptions this will require revisions to the analysis.  If so, what periods? What level of attendance?   





			a.2.2


			· Provision of three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			a.2.3


			· Parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes, as a mitigation measure for traffic impacts.


			Done


			





			a.2.4


			· Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other MTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by MTA. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information as to the purpose of these personnel if this should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.2.5


			· Coordination with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trainscars and increased North Bay fFerry and bus service. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Additional description/information if should be added to EIR and TMP.





			a.3


			· SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event centerarena, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services as part of existing SFPD routine increased personnel for sporting events. Assume this would be part of agreement to be developed with Warriors and City but assumption does not specifically address support of UCSF campus security.  


			Not necessary


			SFPD has no jurisdiction within UCSF campuses (develop MOU with UC police?). What would be the specific mechanism to make this happen?





			a.4


			· Exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed; 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, under Public Services


			Not necessary


			





			a.5


			· Outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional description/information needed if added to the EIR and TMP





			B


			The Golden State Warriors shall (all of these items need to be confirmed by the sponsor):


			


			


			


			


			





			b.1


			· Negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event centerarena 


			No


			Not necessary


			Yes, addressed in EIR Public Services section.


			Not necessary


			





			b.2


			· Contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			Done


			





			b.3


			· Contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event centerarena not already provided by the Warriors; 


			No


			Not necessary


			No, but would be helpful for Water Quality (e.g., litter control).


			


			Is this part of the Good Neighbor Policy?


(see b.13)





			b.4.a











 


b.4.b


			· I	Install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry Francois Boulevard/16th Street and , Terry Francois/South Street , Illinois/Mariposa and 4th/Mariposa per the Project Description





· Install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa 


			Yes


			Partially


			Yes. New signals at TFB/16th and TFB/South are part of the project description.  Signal at Illinois/Mariposa we discussed as mitigation measure,


			Done


			Is Mariposa/Illinois now part of project description? Propose keeping as mitigation measure as is in the EIR.





			b.5


			· Implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. 


			Yes


			Not necessary


			Yes


			Done


			EP: Are we including any improvement measures in this EIR, or are we making them conditions of approval?





			b.6


			· Provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event centerarena;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.7


			· Coordinate office and event centerarena deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions 


			Yes


			No


			Yes


			No


			





			b.8


			· Offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.





			b.9


			· Create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and 4th Street; 


			Yes


			Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No. Mobile app in EIR and TMP, but not like this.


			No


			Additional information needed if added to EIR and TMP.  Bridgeview south of MB Blvd is not a residential street; provides access to office docks and 450 South garage; potentially a major access to 450 South garage to/from the north to avoid LT at South St.





			b.10


			· Market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event centerarena through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on arena event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.11


			· Provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs; Generally in EIR and TMP.


			Yes


			Yes, generally


			Yes, generally


			No


			





			b.12


			· Sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate immediately adjacent tovicinity of the project site


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			





			b.13


			· Create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the arena’s event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and the City’s noise ordinances in Municipal Code Section 49 and San Francisco Police Code 2900 all applicable noise regulations; 


			No


			Not needed


			EIR has a placeholder for this item, pending CAC meetings in late April.


			No


			Agreed that would be part of project description.  Policy needs to be provided.





			b.14


			· Annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval), or is this an addition to the TMP?  Additional information needed.





			b.15


			· Exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 90 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park 


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			Is this a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?


Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?








			b.16


			· Notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking; 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.17


			· Work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events;


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Should this be a new improvement measure (or condition of approval) or change to TMP?





			b.18


			· When dual non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center arena attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event centerarena with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			(Will require changes to traffic assignments; do we know where vehicles will park?; is this for all events?).


 Is this a new mitigation measure or change to TMP?  Additional information needed, and additional analysis would be required.


Why limit the number of spaces to 400? Shouldn’t it be related to the shortfall?





Why not all events with more than 9,000? What happens for overlapping Warriors events?











			C


			The City and the Warriors shall jointly:


			


			


			


			


			





			c.1


			· Identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the arena event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Is this a change in project description or new mitigation measure?  





			c.2


			· Work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA)gency, UCSF and other interested parties to initiate facilitate the construction and of and maintain a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street and provision of ferry service during events.


			Yes


			No


			No


			Yes, but not for DEIR


			. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?





			c.3


			· Meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or, championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


			Yes


			No


			No


			No


			Not in EIR, and not in TMP. Is this a new improvement measure or change in project description?
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Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


City-Warriors Obligations List - Reorganized


April 10, 2015


Currently in SEIR as part of Project or Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


· A.1.1: City to lengthen the T Third station platform at Third St and South St. by 160’ to the north for a total of 320’.


· A.1.2: City to install T Third crossover tracks between South St and 16th Street.


· A.1.3: City to install a permanent barrier within available light rail right of way to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings between 16th and South Streets. 


· A.2.1a: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. 


· A.2.2: City to provide three special event shuttles for peak events of 14,000 or more attendees on 16th Street, Van Ness Avenue and to the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Terminal. 


· A.4: City to provide exterior SFFD fire suppression and EMT support as needed. 


· B.1: GSW to negotiate directly with SFPD and SFFD to provide supplemental public safety services within the event center.


· B.2: GSW to contract with the MB TMA to provide added shuttle frequency and hours of service.


· B.3 and B.13: 


B.3: GSW to contract with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation to provide certain parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other neighborhood quality of life protections generated by the event center not already provided by the Warriors.


B.13: GSW to create a Good Neighbor Policy that describes procedures to address loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, ambient noise, etc; creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints before, during and after events, including establishment of a central point of contact with real-time connection to the event center’s Transportation Management Center; promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview north of MB Blvd and 4th Street; and complies with the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy and  all applicable noise regulations.


· B.4a: GSW to install traffic signals at the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street per the Project Description.


· B.7: GSW to coordinate office and event center deliveries in attempt to avoid p.m. peak traffic conditions.


· B.10: GSW to market transit as the preferred means of accessing the event center through:


· Transit, bicycle and pedestrian promotion integrated into event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications,


· Real-time transit schedules displayed on event center monitors,


· Robust transit wayfinding on site guiding patrons to shuttle and train stops, bike parking locations and ridesharing loading,


· Cross-marketing with SFMTA: station, train and website ads, and


· Transit cards available for purchase on site. 


· B.11: GSW to provide requisite connectivity and space within the onsite Transportation Management Center to meet SFMTA and SFPD special event needs, including certain access to onsite CCTVs and connection to changeable message signs. 


· B.12: GSW to sponsor a bikeshare station on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 


Currently in SEIR as a Other City Project or Existing City Service for Events


· A.1.7: City to install a two-way cycle track along the east side of Terry A. Francois Blvd. In EIR as a planned project. 


· A.3: City to provide SFPD officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, along major access corridors, and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent businesses private security.


· A.1.4: City to purchase 4 additional light rail vehicles for use on the T Third line during peak events and citywide otherwise. 


Currently in SEIR as a Mitigation or Improvement Measure


· A.1.6: City to extend the eastbound left turn pocket into the UCSF hospital at 4th and Mariposa. (Improvement Measure)


· A.2.1b: City to increase service on the T Third and the 22 Fillmore. (Mitigation Measure)


· A.2.3: City to provide parking Control Officers at all intersections identified to have significant impacts in the EIR plus roving PCOs to address double parking, driveway blockages, etc. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.4b: GSW to install traffic signal at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa. (Mitigation Measure)


· B.5: GSW to implement all mitigation measures and make commercially reasonable efforts to implement all improvement measures assigned to the project sponsor in the EIR. (Will be part of MMRP and/or Conditions of Approval)


New Event Center Mitigation Measure to be Added


Highlight indicates a quantitative analysis is possible, but not in time for the Draft EIR.


Measure to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· A.1.5: City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs at key entry points such as I-280 northbound. 


· A.5: City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas. 


· B.8: GSW to offer substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase and establish agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces. 


· B.9: GSW to create a mobile app, or integrate into an existing app, 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 MB Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· C.1: City and GSW to identify offsite parking lot(s) adjacent to the event center where livery vehicles and TNCs may stage prior to the end of an event. 


Measures to Increase Transit Access


· A.2.4: City to provide Transit Fare Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· A.2.5: City to coordinate with regional providers to increase special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service. 


· B.17: GSW to work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events.


· C.2: City and GSW to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, UCSF and other interested parties to facilitate the construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events. 


Measures to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· B.6: GSW to provide a promotional incentive (i.e., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use, bicycling and/or ridesharing to the event center. 


Measures to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and nearby neighborhoods 


· B.14: GSW to annually report patron transportation survey data required by the EIR to the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC), including number of overlaps with AT&T park events.


· B.16: GSW to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-Warriors event with at least 9,000 expected attendees.  If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the Warriors shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· C.3: City and GSW to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).  


New Event Center Mitigation Measure for Overlapping Events with AT&T Park Events to be Added


· B.15: GSW to exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park.


· B.18: When overlapping non-Warriors events of 9,000 or more event center attendees and Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, GSW to:


· Negotiate with the event promoter to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


o	Identify and contract with a(n) offsite satellite parking lot(s) south of the event center with a capacity of at least 400 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: D for D amendments
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 5:01:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 3:35 PM
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: D for D amendments
 
Ah, I see. Not to worry, we have had this in progress anyway. I let Neil know we should aim for a
turnaround to Catherine ASAP. Will keep you updated on our progress.
 
I’d also note that documents already included in CEQA, like our TMP street striping / street parking
plans, include proposed revisions to the MB Infrastructure (OPA) and Streetscape plans. Given that
these have been and will continue to be vetted by OCII (+ MTA, MBDG, etc.), is it sufficient simply to
note that and to state that the sponsor will also seek amendments to accommodate the plans as
shown? Then we can clean it up with additional detail once we’re writing RTC, if needed. These
changes would not be anticipated to create additional impacts, given that the TMP is already an
input for the transportation analysis.
 
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: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 2:55 PM
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To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: D for D amendments
 
Hi Kate,
Please note that on the most recent CEQA info needs (3/13/15), item 4 requests a description
of the proposed amendments to the Mission Bay Planning Documents, such as the D for D.
However, we mistakenly indicated only OCII as the responsible party, and now realize that
this task is also in part the Sponsor's responsibility.  In any event, we are hoping to receive
the information by April 15 in order for us to meet the April 27 deadline for submittal of the
Screencheck Draft SEIR.


Thanks again for all your help in pulling together all this information.
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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 3:59:50 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Catherine,
Before I go any deeper down this rabbit hole, I thought I’d see if you want to take a crack at this…
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:20 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Chris,
 
So to clarify just a bit more:
 
In the Mission Bay development area, any building below -1 foot (SF datum) elevation
must be flood-proofed.
 
When the 1998 EIR was written, its authors thought that would protect them from 8" of
sea-level rise plus a 100-year storm. 
 
Now that newer sea-level rise and 100-year flood models are available, those
requirements actually translate to withstanding only current 100-year flood conditions (or
actually, 4" less). 
 
However, aside from unanticipated buildings like the Warriors Arena that require a new
EIR, the requirements for the Mission Bay development area haven't been updated since
1998. This means that buildings going in now might experience flood damage within the
next few decades.
 
Correct? 
 
Winnie


 
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Thu, April 09, 2015 12:06 pm
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>
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Hi Winnie,
The 1998 FSEIR assumed 8 inches of sea level rise by 2025. I’m not sure what
source/assumptions it used for the 100-year flood elevation. I think it would be accurate
to say "According to the Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed
to withstand 8" of sea-level rise." 
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:31 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Chris,
 
Thanks very much for getting back to me with this information. Can you help me
translate this into ordinary English? What I'd like to be able to say is something
like "According to the Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed to
withstand XX" of sea-level rise." 
 
It sounds to me that if +11 feet NAVD represents 100-year flood level with 12"
of sea-level rise, +10 feet (or -1 city datum) would represent 100-year flood
level with no sea-level rise. So is the EIR saying that buildings must be flood-
proofed only if they are built below the current 100-year flood level? And this is
the standard that applies to all buildings originally proposed by the developers,
even if they are just being built now? (So as you explained before, since the
Warriors Arena wasn't foreseen back in 1998, it needs a new EIR). 
 
Would it be easier to go over this briefly by phone? 
 
Winnie
 
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Thu, April 09, 2015 8:35 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
The 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR determined that “Buildings above -1
[negative 1] foot, San Francisco City Datum (99-foot elevation, Mission Bay
Datum) would be above the level of flooding hazard, including a margin for sea-
level rise and a margin of safety.” Structures proposed below this elevation are
required to be flood proofed. This language is from Mitigation Measure K.6 at
the top of page VI.50 of the FSEIR. The sea level rise projections assumed in the
1998 FSEIR are discussed in the Initial Study (FSEIR Appendix A) and are based on
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a 1995 USEPA study. (FSEIR page A.59).
 
-1 SF City Datum corresponds to +10 feet NAVD88. Based on the 2014 SFPUC sea
level rise inundation maps, we now project the 100-year flood elevation to be
+11 feet NAVD88 by 2050 assuming 12 inches of sea level rise.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:53 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Thank you Chris, much appreciated.
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, April 08, 2015 11:16 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
This looks right with respect to Treasure Island and Hunters Point-
Candlestick, but I’d like to check the 1998 SEIR for Mission Bay as I think
it does a bit more than you’ve described. I’ll get back to you by COB
tomorrow on this. Thanks for checking.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:03 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Dear Chris,
 
Thanks for your earlier help with the SF Public Press project
looking at sea-level rise and development. We are approaching
publication and fact-checking our stories. I was wondering if
you would mind looking over the following (very brief) summary
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of SLR mitigation measures described in the Treasure Island,
Mission Bay, Candlestick Point and Hunters Point EIRs, and let
me know if I've misrepresented them in any way. We've done
our best to sift through these reports, but they're complex
documents with many updates and I want to be sure we didn't
miss anything important. Any feedback from you would be very
helpful. Please get back to me this week if possible. 
 
"The Hunters Point-Candlestick Point and Treasure Island
development sites will be raised so that buildings, streets and
key infrastructure stay above the 100-year flood level even with
three feet of sea-level rise, according to Environmental Impact
Reports prepared in 2009 and 2010 respectively. These projects
also include margins of open space along the waterfront to
allow for the construction of berms or levees in the future.
 
The environmental impact report for Mission Bay, prepared over
a decade earlier, provides less specific information. Developers
are instructed to hire a licensed engineer to mitigate future
flooding through measures such as setting structures back from
the waterfront or installing seawalls, but the document does not
specify what level of sea-level rise the develompment must be
designed to withstand."
 
More in Treasure Island: "The developer has proposed a
complex and costly strategy to ward off flooding: Raise the land
so that all new buildings sit at least three feet above the
current 100-year flood level, raise the berm outlining the 400-
acre island to withstand 16 inches of sea-level rise, leave
enough room to add levees in the future and tax residents to
create a fund to pay for all this."
 
Thanks,
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 12:11 pm
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


If it’s okay with you, I’d prefer the quote say: “Our 100-year
storm surge is much lower than in places that are subject to
hurricanes.” I also said something along those lines, and my
intent was to provide a broader perspective of SF’s coastal
flood hazard both now and in the future relative to other
coastal communities that have major flood hazard problems,
such as New Orleans. I don’t think we discussed specific flood
elevations or how the SFPUC SLR maps were developed
during the interview. However, if you want to quote a “storm
surge” number, please use “Our 100-year storm surge is only
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around two to four feet depending on location.”
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 10:27 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Thank you for your detailed response. I will share this
with the rest of our team and make sure we
acknowledge that these figures represent huge
simplifications. 
 
If I end up using the following quote from you, do you
want me to adjust the two feet? 
 
"We have a relatively easy problem. We don’t have
areas that are below sea level. We have steep
topography even along most of our shorelines. Our
100-year storm surge is only around two feet. Not that
it’s trivial, but it’s feasible to construct projects even in
areas that are vulnerable in a way that mitigates risk."


Winnie
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 10:24 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
I’m sorry, but I don’t think there’s a simple answer
to your question. Table A3-1 in the SLR Guidance is
taken from the Adapting to Rising Tides project, and
represents various sea level rise and flooding
scenarios on the Alameda County shoreline. Both
the SFPUC SLR maps and the SLR guidance
document use the term “100-year storm surge” as a
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shorthand for the combination of factors that
contribute to coastal flooding. Flood hazard
mapping is based on complex hydrodynamic and
statistical models that consider many factors in
addition to storm surge (e.g. tides, wave run-up,
near-shore bathymetry, shoreline topography). The
resulting modeled/predicted (not to mention actual)
100-year flood elevations vary based on shoreline
location. So in addition to being a shorthand, the
42” “100-year storm surge” shown in Table A3-1 is
also a generalization. The modeling data and
assumptions used to develop the SFPUC SLR
inundation maps for SF’s Bayside shoreline are
discussed in sections 3 and 4 of the SFPUC Climate
Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise
Mapping Technical Memorandum (attached).
 
The bottom line is that SFPUC’s 2014 sea level rise
inundation maps are the best available information
for predicting future flood hazard areas in San
Francisco at this time. As such, the Planning
Department is using these maps for CEQA review of
projects and plans in areas that could be subject to
an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea
level rise.
 
BTW: The final SLR guidance was adopted in
September (the link in your email is to the draft).
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:23 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Hi Chris,
 
It was great to talk with you today and get a
clear picture of how the CEQA process works
for sea-level-rise-related flooding. 
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I want to make sure I'm not getting the
average storm surge number wrong. I'm
looking at the matrix on p.32 of the city's new
SLR guidance document. It looks like a 100-
year storm would add 42 inches. Am I missing
something important? 
 
Thanks,
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Tue, February 24, 2015 9:03
am
To: Winifred Bird
<wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
Does 4:00 today work for you?
 
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: Winifred Bird
[mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:39 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Simi, Gina (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Dear Chris,
 
I'm a journalist with the San Francisco
Public Press working on a project
about sea-level rise and development
in the Bay Area. I have spokes with
AnMarie Rodgers and David
Alumbaugh and have gotten some
great information about the Planning
Department's general approach to this
issue, but I had a few specific
questions about how department staff
evaluate sea-level rise risk and
preparedness during the CEQA process
that neither of them were comfortable
talking about in detail. AnMarie
suggested that you would be the best
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person to answer these questions. Do
you have time any day this week for a
brief phone interview? (Today or
tomorrow is best for me but later also
works.) Scheduling will be a bit
tougher starting next week as I will be
in Japan for about a month--though
not impossible. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425


-------- Original Message -----
---
Subject: Citywide 5-year
From: "Rodgers, AnMarie
(CPC)"
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
>
Date: Mon, February 23,
2015 1:02 pm
To: "info@winifredbird.com"
<info@winifredbird.com>
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>,
"Alumbaugh, David (CPC)"
<david.alumbaugh@sfgov.org
>, "Simi, Gina (CPC)"
<gina.simi@sfgov.org>


Hi Winnie,
 
Here’s the Department’s
5-year plan for our
policy planning group. 
We call that group the
“Citywide Policy”
Section.  If you have
any questions about this
document, pls ask Gil
Kelley or David
Alumbaugh.  For more
info about CEQA review
& private development,
pls contact Chris Kern.
David, Chris, and Gina
are cc’d above.
 
Cheers,
 
 
AnMarie Rodgers 
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Senior Policy Advisor
 
Planning Department│City and
County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6395│Fax:
415.558.6409
Email: anmarie@sfgov.org
Web: http://www.sf-
planning.org/Legislative.Affairs
Property Info Map:
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:03:21 AM


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Rich, Ken (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
Date: April 6, 2015 at 9:00:45 AM PDT
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, "Jose 
I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) 
(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)" <jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, 
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com" <lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>, "Bollinger, 
Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "wyckowilliam@comcast.net" 
<wyckowilliam@comcast.net>
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


Thanks. Please let Catherine and I know what can be done on this.
 
Ken
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); 
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: Traffic Impact of Full Transportation Strategy
 
Is it possible to concretely show what the impact on traffic will be if we are able to 
successfully implement the full complement of transportation measures under 
consideration (ie, those contained in the Project Description, the TMP including Carli ‘s 
suggestions, the addition of 4 more PCOs as described in Mit Measure M-TR-2b and 
the extra transit service suggested in M-TR-4a,  and the event management strategies 
described in the attached commitments)? 
 
Steve Kawa and Chancellor Hawgood have a meeting on April 21 and it would be 
incredibly helpful to that conversation if we could describe, even qualitatively, the 
impact these measures would have on traffic.


I will be out of the office the next two weeks but Ken and Catherine can carry this 
forward on our behalf as needed.


Thanks all,
 



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:ken.rich@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net





Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102








From: Hicks, Cody
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Markowitz, Frank (MTA); Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 12:53:04 PM


Thanks Catherine.
 
Yes, SFMTA staff are currently working to develop an alternative solution to the mitigation measures
listed in the EIR. What I think is still uncertain to us is who is responsible for paying for theses
mitigation measure, and roughly what is the timing for implementing them? I’m not really sure how
the Warriors arena is related, but I would appreciate if you could shed some light on that, too.
 
Thanks again,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Hicks, Cody
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Valle-Schwenk, David; Miller, Don; Walton, Kim; Wietgrefe, Wade;
Tabajonda, Will
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi, Cody – I am the correct person to talk to about this.  We had a meeting on this back in February
and there was additional work that needed to be done about what the City wanted to do with the
intersection before going to the master developer.
 
Wade at Planning was looking into the CEQA implications of changing the design of the intersection
and see who would be the correct lead at Planning to help with the public outreach if the City family
felt that the intersection could be kept as a round about with no new significant impacts.  With the
Golden State Warriors EIR underway, it may be good to sit tight until that has gone through its
process.
 
It sounds like it may be good to have a follow up meeting so that we have next steps outlined.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi Lila,
 
This is a friendly reminder that I called you last week looking for guidance on who might be on the


hook to support transportation improvements for the 8th/Townsend intersection per the Mission
Bay EIR. I’m mainly trying to figure out which project sponsor we at the SFMTA should be talking to
and to what extend should we expect financial support to complete the two mitigation measures in
the EIR.
 
Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
SFMTA | Sustainable Streets
One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4218
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN)
Cc: Wong, Phillip (ECN)
Subject: Check in on Transportation Meeting
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:22:00 AM


Ken – I wanted to check in with you to see if you are ok with me taking the lead talking with the
technical folks on what we can and cannot do to analyze the potential TMP measures for the GSW. 
My sense is that this will be a technical call (ie, sausage making) and your time may be better spent
on other thigns.  I can work through with the team what the best approaches are and come back to
you with a proposal.  If you do want to be involved in the call, please let me know if you are
available for the call today at 1PM.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Diane Wong, UCSF
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC)
Subject: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55:21 AM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf
Importance: High


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors project and
the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is requesting the
following materials and information:
 


1.        Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in
this figure to ESA in AutoCAD.
 


2.        Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported
the Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.        If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the
helipad?


4.        A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established
safety criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-
established safety criteria?


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: "Michael Nimon"
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:06:00 AM


Thanks.  Did Adam forward you the comments from KMA? 
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Hi Catherine,
 
I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: Michael Nimon
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:11:51 AM


Yes, those are the comments that we have received.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:09 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 


Friday the 27th.
 
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: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
He did about two weeks ago and we incorporated them. Was that the latest or is there a newer
version of the comments?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Thanks.  Did Adam forward you the comments from KMA? 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors Arena Fiscal Status
 
Hi Catherine,
 
I got your VM – not sure if there is anything we need from you at this point. We shared the
requested annual fiscal revenue forecast with Adam last week and are conducting a sensitivity
analysis of the no arena scenario this week.
 
Best,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: José I. Farrán
To: "Clarke Miller"; "Luba Wyznyckyj"; "Paul Mitchell"; "Joyce Hsiao"; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); "Kate Aufhauser"; "Mary Murphy"; "David Kelly"
Subject: RE: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 3:34:24 PM


Clarke,
 
Here are the responses to your two questions:
 


        TDM – The DEIR document we plan to submit by the end of this month currently incorporates all of
Carli’s additions to the TDM component of the TMP as a mitigation measure.  Due to the tight
schedule we cannot wait until after April 20th for the list to be trimmed or finalized.  If the sponsor
would like to see any of the measures moved to the TMP, please let us know by this Wednesday 4/15.
 


        16th St – At this time we have no time to work with your team to develop the details of the 16th St
design.  The DEIR document to be submitted this month will maintain the location and dimensions of
the transit and passenger loading/ unloading areas but will increase, at the request of OCII, the north
side sidewalk width to 15 ft. total (10 ft. sidewalk plus 5 ft. setback). Any additional setback beyond the
5 feet would be an improvement over the conditions identified in the EIR, and can be addressed in the
Response to Comment document on the Draft EIR.
 
Let us know 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: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:33 PM
To: Jose Farran (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Luba Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com)
Subject: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
 
CEQA team,
 
I understand from Catherine that you’re meeting later this afternoon to discuss some
transportation-related items. Two items to add to your list please:
 


1.      TDM: Carli Payne at MTA drafted revisions to the TDM measures that GSW has previously
endorsed. We’re reviewing those comments now. Since Adam has run point for the City on
TDM, we would like to review the list with him when he returns from his vacation on April
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20. Let us know if there are any implications to the CEQA schedule to address it then.


2.       16th St design: Catherine suggested a design meeting with Jose/Luba, MTA, F&P, OCII,


Planning, PUC, and our landscape architect (SWA Group) to review the 16th St. setback area.
The purpose of the meeting would be to review setback/sidewalk areas required for
circulation/queuing, stormwater management, and other program purposes (i.e., bicycle
valet). I’ll be on vacation next week, so I wanted to see if this design session could wait until


the week of April 20. If so, I’d propose we use part of the Wednesday April 22nd 1-3pm
CEQA meeting since it’s already on most of our calendars. Let us know if there are any
implications to the CEQA schedule to address it 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
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From: Yamauchi, Lori
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller


(cmiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; Beauchamp, Kevin; Subbarayan, Kamala; Lane, Laura; Gordon, Ben; Fung, Neil
Subject: Meeting in late April/early May re: GSW Event Center & environs security
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 12:04:49 PM


Adam, Catherine, Kate and Clarke,
 
Catherine – since Adam is out through next week, can you please get back to me on whether the
meeting I propose below is possible and who from the City should be involved? 
 
Per Adam and Catherine’s meeting with Barbara French and me last week, the issue of security
plans was briefly discussed.  After a meeting with Kate and Clarke today, I asked if UCSF could meet
with the City and GSW staff re: security planning for the Event Center and environs.  In particular, I
would like to include UCSF Police personnel (Mike Denson, Eric Partika), UCSF Medical Center
security (Ben Gordon, Neil Fung) in the meeting.  Would it be possible for SF Police and GSW
security to be represented at the meeting? 
 
The point of the meeting is to discuss assumptions that UCSF, the City and the GSW can use in
developing their security plans in and around the Event Center, discuss how SFPD and GSW security
plan to provide security in and around the Event Center vis-à-vis UCPD, discuss staffing (by type,
number, hours/frequency), and discuss how the design of the Event Center encourages or
discourages crime/vagrancy/etc.,
 
Kate and Clarke were agreeable to such a meeting after Adam returns from his vacation.  If the City
is agreeable, I would be happy to arrange the meeting, once I know who are the attendees. 
 
Catherine – please advise with the City attendees.  Kate – please advise with the GSW attendees. 
 
Thank you.
 
Lori
 
Lori Yamauchi
University of California, San Francisco
Associate Vice Chancellor, Campus Planning
654 Minnesota St., 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
Phone:  (415) 476-8312
Cell:  (415) 602-6898
 



mailto:Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:Mike.Denson@ucsf.edu

mailto:Eric.Partika@ucsf.edu

mailto:Kevin.Beauchamp@ucsf.edu

mailto:Kamala.Subbarayan@ucsf.edu

mailto:Laura.Lane@ucsf.edu

mailto:Ben.Gordon@ucsf.edu

mailto:Neil.Fung@ucsf.edu






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce
Subject: Data Request for UCSF - Helipad
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:59:03 PM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf
Importance: High


Chris and Brett:
 
I was hoping you could forward the following initial inquiries ASAP to UCSF, to help frame our
proposed approach for addressing the helipad issue for the GSW SEIR:
 


1.        Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the sponsor
indicates UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or their consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in
this figure to ESA in AutoCAD.
 


2.        Does UCSF have a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported
the Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above?; if so, you can UCSF please
provide a copy of it?


[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR] 


3.        If available, would UCSF please provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the
helipad from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the
helipad?


4.        A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established
safety criteria defined at this time, and if so, can UCSF please provide us with a copy of that
pre-established safety criteria?


 
Please have UCSF respond to these issues as soon as feasible.  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: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Sekhri, Neil


(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2015 11:01:06 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Paul,
 
I believe you’re correct about the third street plaza height measurement. Clarke (traveling this
week) or Catherine will need to confirm.
 
Re: renderings, we have produced several images for public consumption at this spring’s CAC
meetings. I propose we use a selection of those images for informational purposes, for the following
reasons:


·         They are consistent with what’s been shown to the public to date;
·         They have been vetted by OCII staff, GSW personnel, and others; and
·         They would not require additional rendering production and would therefore help us meet


the tight timeline.
If this group agrees, perhaps it would be most appropriate for OCII, as lead agency, to review our
last three CAC decks (12/11, 3/12, and 4/9) and confirm which renderings should be included in the
PD. I can then provide the high-res files for those images.
 
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: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:49 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for this detailed response; and it all sounds reasonable.  We look forward to receiving all the
requested site plans on April 20.



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014







·         Per your request, we can add the note in the SEIR you indicate below regarding the sloped
site.


·         I understand your description below regarding calculation for total building height.  Just
confirming with you what will be the calculation for estimating the Third Street Plaza height
in your site plans (simply measured vertically from back of sidewalk on Third Street to the
plaza landing?)  I ask this as we had received comments on the PD wanting to know the
height of the plaza relative to Third Street, so if it is calculated vertically from back of
sidewalk on Third Street to the plaza landing, that would sufficiently responds to the
comments.


·         Understood regarding no new Major Phase submittal.  We assume no version of the Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is being submitted or available for review prior to DSEIR
publication?


·         As indicated in my email below, when you are ready, we still need to discuss as a group your
proposed renderings to be included in the SEIR PD for informational purposes.  Are you
planning on having those completed by April 20 as well?


 
 
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: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kaufhauser@warriors.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Subject: RE: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Paul,
 
Regarding the depiction of heights on the site, based on conversations with Catherine and her staff,
as well as Mary Murphy, we intend to have the heights shown in the SEIR comport with the way
they’re shown in the Basic Concept/Schematic Design package our team is preparing for OCII. In that
document, we’re required to show height measurements that are consistent with the direction
provided in OCII’s Design for Development Guidelines. Our site slopes (more on this below), so the
applicable language in the D4D is, “On a sloping site, this [building height] measurement is taken at
the median grade height for each building face. Total building height is calculated by determining
the average height of all individual building faces.” OCII has clarified that the “median grade height”
in the D4D definition should be interpreted as back of sidewalk. The implication of taking height
measurements for each building is that all building elevations will begin at a height of 0’ which will
enable a clear understanding of the buildings’ total height (which won’t exceed 160’ in the case of
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the Office towers, for instance). The other important implication is that while each building height
measurement starts at 0’, those 0’ elevations are not the same across the various buildings on the
site because of the sloped nature of the site. So to reiterate, for the purposes of the SEIR, we
propose to show heights that start at 0’ for each building, and the depiction of heights on the site
plan is consistent with this same approach.
 
Back to the slope issue, in order to avoid any confusion, we also recommend adding a note in the
SEIR narrative or footnotes that clarifies that the site is currently sloped and it will remain sloped
after construction. Along South St., it slopes down approximately 2’ from Third St. to TFB, and along
16th Street, it slopes down approximately 3.5’ from Third St. to TFB. In other words, TFB sits a
couple of feet lower than Third St. Let us know if you this this explanation will serve the intended
purpose.
 
Separately, per your list of questions below, no new Major Phase will be prepared. The Basic
Concept/Schematic Design package is the more detailed entitlement document OCII
reviews/approves, and the design depicted there supplants what’s shown in the Major Phase.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Subject: Proposed List of Figures for Proposed Project and Third Street Variant
 
Kate and Clarke:
 


·         Below is our tentative proposed list of figures to be included in the 1) Chapter 3 SEIR,
Project Description for the proposed project, and 2) Chapter 6, SEIR Third Street Plaza
Variant. You will see in most cases the figures are requested in a format and level of detail
you have previously provided the graphics to us.  However, if you developing any new
graphics that may be in an updated or different format that you prefer over the prior
versions, please let me know and we can discuss options.
 


·         Any references to building/plaza elevation heights in the figures you provide should be in
the approved convention agreed between you and OCII. (Can you please provide me with a
status of the final direction given on this issue?)


 
·         As a time-saving measure, please make sure any plan figures you provide include a


measurement scale.
 


·         As I indicate below, when you have a chance, we should discuss as a group the specific
renderings that may be included in the SEIR for the proposed project and variant, including
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level of detail, viewpoints, etc.
 


·         As previously discussed, for the EIR Alternatives (Reduced Intensity and No Project), I
believe we have all the appropriate graphics we need from you on those.
 


·         Are you planning on submitting a updated version of the Major Phase Application to OCII
prior to publication of the Draft SEIR?; and if so when?  I just want to get a sense of the
range of new graphics that may be underway by you.
 


·         I am cc:ing Catherine and Chris so they are kept in the loop on the figures.
 


 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
 


 Figure Title Source Status Notes
Chapter 3 - Proposed Project  
  3-1 Aerial Photograph of


Mission Bay
ESA Complete --


  3-2 Existing Roadway
Network in Mission
Bay


ESA Complete --


  3-3 Land Uses in the
Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan


OCII Complete --


  3-4 Aerial Photograph of
Project Site Vicinity


ESA Complete --


  3-5 Conceptual Project
Site Plan


Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 from the previously
submitted SEIR PD
 


  3-6 Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-6
(Floor Plan – Lower
Parking Level 2) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from
your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change. 
 


  3-7 Floor Plan – Event
Level / Lower Parking
Level 1


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-7
(Floor Plan – Event Level
/ Lower Parking Level 1)
from the previously







submitted SEIR PD. 
Note:  This figure was
taken from an earlier
version of your Major
Phase Application, and
we never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-8 Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-8
(Floor Plan – Ground
Level / Upper Parking
Level) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  This
figure was taken from an
earlier version of your
Major Phase Application,
and we never got
around to putting it into
ESA format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-9 Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-9
(Floor Plan – Plaza /
Mezzanine Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-10 Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-10
(Floor Plan – Main
Concourse Level) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 







  3-11 Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-11
(Floor Plan-
Representative Floor
Plan for Towers of the
Proposed Office and
Retail Building) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-12 Project East and North
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-13 Project South and
West Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note: 
This figure was taken
from an earlier version
of your Major Phase
Application, and we
never got around to
putting it into ESA
format, since it was
going to change.
 


  3-14 Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-14
(Proposed Pedestrian
Circulation) from the
previously submitted
SEIR PD
 







  3-15 Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-115
(Proposed Bicycle
Parking Facilities) from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD
 


  3-16 to
3-XX


Renderings Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss the number of
renderings you may be
preparing for inclusion
in the SEIR, including
level of detail,
viewpoints, etc.


           
Chapter 6 - Third Street Plaza Variant  
  6-1 Conceptual Project


Site Plan
Warriors
 


Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-5
(Conceptual Site Plan)
 that will be completed
by you for the proposed
project
 


  6-2 Project South (yes)
and West (?)
Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-13
(Project South and West
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  I
included the South
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,
since the retail building
is being relocated)
 


  6-3 Project East (?) and
North (?) Elevations


Warriors Pending  Should be similar in
format to Figure 3-12
(Project East and North
Elevations) for the
proposed project from
the previously submitted
SEIR PD.  Note:  Note:  I
included the North
Elevation, if views from
the south will change at
all compared to the
proposed project (e.g.,







since the retail building
is being relocated).  If
there are no changes in
the East elevation
compared to the
project, then you don’t
need to include that
one.


  6-YY to
3-ZZ


Renderings? Warriors Pending  When you have a
chance, we should
discuss if you are
proposing to prepare
renderings for the
Variant for inclusion in
the SEIR, including level
of detail, viewpoints,
etc.


           
           
 
 
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Diane Wong, UCSF
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Michael Arnold; Peter Green; Joyce; Bollinger,


Brett (CPC)
Subject: Warriors Arena EIR -- Data Request re UCSF Helipad
Date: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 8:55:19 AM
Attachments: UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf
Importance: High


Hi Diane,
To address the concerns UCSF has raised about potential conflicts between the Warriors project and
the UCSF hospital helipad operations in the Draft SEIR for the project, ESA is requesting the
following materials and information:
 


1.        Attached is a Heliport Layout Plan (prepared by Heliplanners) in pdf form that the Warriors
indicate that UCSF provided to them.  It would be very helpful if UCSF (or your consultant
Heliplanners) could provide the helicopter approach and transitional surfaces presented in
this figure to ESA in AutoCAD.
 


2.        Can you provide a copy of a Heliplanners study that may have accompanied or supported
the Heliport Layout Plan referenced in Question No. 1, above? 


[Please note ESA already has a copy of an older Heliplanners study, titled Helipad Feasibility
Assessment and Recommendations, (April 26, 2004), prepared in support of the LRDP
Amendment #2 -UCSF Hospital Replacement EIR]


3.        If available, can your provide ESA with a copy of the 7480 permit package for the helipad
from Caltrans, including any restrictions that may have been applicable to use of the
helipad?


4.        A UCSF fact sheet for the UCSF helipad indicates “UCSF plans to define pre-established
safety criteria, such as which weather conditions must exist in order to take off or land at
UCSF, with contracted medical helicopter transport companies.”  Is this pre-established
safety criteria defined at this time, and if so, can you provide ESA with a copy of that pre-
established safety criteria?


 
Can you help with these requests? (Of course), ESA needs these materials ASAP in order to make our
May 27 DSEIR publication deadline.
Thanks for your help!
 
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: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rich, Ken (ECN); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:03:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png


Hey all – I just wanted to loop you into an article that is being written about sea level rise and SF.  I
will draft a response to the questions below since they are starting to lead and run it by the group
before providing it to Chris.  It sounds like she has also been talking to others in the City family.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Catherine,
Before I go any deeper down this rabbit hole, I thought I’d see if you want to take a crack at this…
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:20 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Chris,
 
So to clarify just a bit more:
 
In the Mission Bay development area, any building below -1 foot (SF datum) elevation
must be flood-proofed.
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When the 1998 EIR was written, its authors thought that would protect them from 8" of
sea-level rise plus a 100-year storm. 
 
Now that newer sea-level rise and 100-year flood models are available, those
requirements actually translate to withstanding only current 100-year flood conditions (or
actually, 4" less). 
 
However, aside from unanticipated buildings like the Warriors Arena that require a new
EIR, the requirements for the Mission Bay development area haven't been updated since
1998. This means that buildings going in now might experience flood damage within the
next few decades.
 
Correct? 
 
Winnie


 
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Thu, April 09, 2015 12:06 pm
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
The 1998 FSEIR assumed 8 inches of sea level rise by 2025. I’m not sure what
source/assumptions it used for the 100-year flood elevation. I think it would be accurate
to say "According to the Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed
to withstand 8" of sea-level rise." 
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 11:31 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Hi Chris,
 
Thanks very much for getting back to me with this information. Can you help me
translate this into ordinary English? What I'd like to be able to say is something
like "According to the Mission Bay EIR from 1998, buildings must be designed to
withstand XX" of sea-level rise." 
 
It sounds to me that if +11 feet NAVD represents 100-year flood level with 12"
of sea-level rise, +10 feet (or -1 city datum) would represent 100-year flood
level with no sea-level rise. So is the EIR saying that buildings must be flood-
proofed only if they are built below the current 100-year flood level? And this is
the standard that applies to all buildings originally proposed by the developers,
even if they are just being built now? (So as you explained before, since the
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Warriors Arena wasn't foreseen back in 1998, it needs a new EIR). 
 
Would it be easier to go over this briefly by phone? 
 
Winnie
 
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Thu, April 09, 2015 8:35 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
The 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR determined that “Buildings above -1
[negative 1] foot, San Francisco City Datum (99-foot elevation, Mission Bay
Datum) would be above the level of flooding hazard, including a margin for sea-
level rise and a margin of safety.” Structures proposed below this elevation are
required to be flood proofed. This language is from Mitigation Measure K.6 at
the top of page VI.50 of the FSEIR. The sea level rise projections assumed in the
1998 FSEIR are discussed in the Initial Study (FSEIR Appendix A) and are based on
a 1995 USEPA study. (FSEIR page A.59).
 
-1 SF City Datum corresponds to +10 feet NAVD88. Based on the 2014 SFPUC sea
level rise inundation maps, we now project the 100-year flood elevation to be
+11 feet NAVD88 by 2050 assuming 12 inches of sea level rise.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 11:53 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Thank you Chris, much appreciated.
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, April 08, 2015 11:16 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
This looks right with respect to Treasure Island and Hunters Point-
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Candlestick, but I’d like to check the 1998 SEIR for Mission Bay as I think
it does a bit more than you’ve described. I’ll get back to you by COB
tomorrow on this. Thanks for checking.
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 6:03 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fact-checking/sea-level rise mitigation plans
 
Dear Chris,
 
Thanks for your earlier help with the SF Public Press project
looking at sea-level rise and development. We are approaching
publication and fact-checking our stories. I was wondering if
you would mind looking over the following (very brief) summary
of SLR mitigation measures described in the Treasure Island,
Mission Bay, Candlestick Point and Hunters Point EIRs, and let
me know if I've misrepresented them in any way. We've done
our best to sift through these reports, but they're complex
documents with many updates and I want to be sure we didn't
miss anything important. Any feedback from you would be very
helpful. Please get back to me this week if possible. 
 
"The Hunters Point-Candlestick Point and Treasure Island
development sites will be raised so that buildings, streets and
key infrastructure stay above the 100-year flood level even with
three feet of sea-level rise, according to Environmental Impact
Reports prepared in 2009 and 2010 respectively. These projects
also include margins of open space along the waterfront to
allow for the construction of berms or levees in the future.
 
The environmental impact report for Mission Bay, prepared over
a decade earlier, provides less specific information. Developers
are instructed to hire a licensed engineer to mitigate future
flooding through measures such as setting structures back from
the waterfront or installing seawalls, but the document does not
specify what level of sea-level rise the develompment must be
designed to withstand."
 
More in Treasure Island: "The developer has proposed a
complex and costly strategy to ward off flooding: Raise the land
so that all new buildings sit at least three feet above the
current 100-year flood level, raise the berm outlining the 400-
acre island to withstand 16 inches of sea-level rise, leave
enough room to add levees in the future and tax residents to
create a fund to pay for all this."
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Thanks,
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425
 


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 12:11 pm
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


If it’s okay with you, I’d prefer the quote say: “Our 100-year
storm surge is much lower than in places that are subject to
hurricanes.” I also said something along those lines, and my
intent was to provide a broader perspective of SF’s coastal
flood hazard both now and in the future relative to other
coastal communities that have major flood hazard problems,
such as New Orleans. I don’t think we discussed specific flood
elevations or how the SFPUC SLR maps were developed
during the interview. However, if you want to quote a “storm
surge” number, please use “Our 100-year storm surge is only
around two to four feet depending on location.”
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 10:27 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Thank you for your detailed response. I will share this
with the rest of our team and make sure we
acknowledge that these figures represent huge
simplifications. 
 
If I end up using the following quote from you, do you
want me to adjust the two feet? 
 
"We have a relatively easy problem. We don’t have
areas that are below sea level. We have steep
topography even along most of our shorelines. Our
100-year storm surge is only around two feet. Not that
it’s trivial, but it’s feasible to construct projects even in
areas that are vulnerable in a way that mitigates risk."
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Winnie
-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Wed, February 25, 2015 10:24 am
To: Winifred Bird <wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
I’m sorry, but I don’t think there’s a simple answer
to your question. Table A3-1 in the SLR Guidance is
taken from the Adapting to Rising Tides project, and
represents various sea level rise and flooding
scenarios on the Alameda County shoreline. Both
the SFPUC SLR maps and the SLR guidance
document use the term “100-year storm surge” as a
shorthand for the combination of factors that
contribute to coastal flooding. Flood hazard
mapping is based on complex hydrodynamic and
statistical models that consider many factors in
addition to storm surge (e.g. tides, wave run-up,
near-shore bathymetry, shoreline topography). The
resulting modeled/predicted (not to mention actual)
100-year flood elevations vary based on shoreline
location. So in addition to being a shorthand, the
42” “100-year storm surge” shown in Table A3-1 is
also a generalization. The modeling data and
assumptions used to develop the SFPUC SLR
inundation maps for SF’s Bayside shoreline are
discussed in sections 3 and 4 of the SFPUC Climate
Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise
Mapping Technical Memorandum (attached).
 
The bottom line is that SFPUC’s 2014 sea level rise
inundation maps are the best available information
for predicting future flood hazard areas in San
Francisco at this time. As such, the Planning
Department is using these maps for CEQA review of
projects and plans in areas that could be subject to
an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea
level rise.
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BTW: The final SLR guidance was adopted in
September (the link in your email is to the draft).
 
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: Winifred Bird [mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:23 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Hi Chris,
 
It was great to talk with you today and get a
clear picture of how the CEQA process works
for sea-level-rise-related flooding. 
 
I want to make sure I'm not getting the
average storm surge number wrong. I'm
looking at the matrix on p.32 of the city's new
SLR guidance document. It looks like a 100-
year storm would add 42 inches. Am I missing
something important? 
 
Thanks,
 
Winnie


-------- Original Message --------
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Date: Tue, February 24, 2015 9:03
am
To: Winifred Bird
<wbird@sfpublicpress.org>


Hi Winnie,
Does 4:00 today work for you?
 
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: Winifred Bird
[mailto:wbird@sfpublicpress.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:39 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Simi, Gina (CPC)
Subject: RE: Citywide 5-year
 
Dear Chris,
 
I'm a journalist with the San Francisco
Public Press working on a project
about sea-level rise and development
in the Bay Area. I have spokes with
AnMarie Rodgers and David
Alumbaugh and have gotten some
great information about the Planning
Department's general approach to this
issue, but I had a few specific
questions about how department staff
evaluate sea-level rise risk and
preparedness during the CEQA process
that neither of them were comfortable
talking about in detail. AnMarie
suggested that you would be the best
person to answer these questions. Do
you have time any day this week for a
brief phone interview? (Today or
tomorrow is best for me but later also
works.) Scheduling will be a bit
tougher starting next week as I will be
in Japan for about a month--though
not impossible. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Winnie Bird
(415)717-1425


-------- Original Message -----
---
Subject: Citywide 5-year
From: "Rodgers, AnMarie
(CPC)"
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
>
Date: Mon, February 23,
2015 1:02 pm
To: "info@winifredbird.com"
<info@winifredbird.com>
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
<chris.kern@sfgov.org>,
"Alumbaugh, David (CPC)"
<david.alumbaugh@sfgov.org
>, "Simi, Gina (CPC)"
<gina.simi@sfgov.org>


Hi Winnie,
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Here’s the Department’s
5-year plan for our
policy planning group. 
We call that group the
“Citywide Policy”
Section.  If you have
any questions about this
document, pls ask Gil
Kelley or David
Alumbaugh.  For more
info about CEQA review
& private development,
pls contact Chris Kern.
David, Chris, and Gina
are cc’d above.
 
Cheers,
 
 
AnMarie Rodgers 
Senior Policy Advisor
 
Planning Department│City and
County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6395│Fax:
415.558.6409
Email: anmarie@sfgov.org
Web: http://www.sf-
planning.org/Legislative.Affairs
Property Info Map:
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Theo Ellington"; PJ Johnston
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Raymond Ridder; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 6:00:00 PM


He never called back.
 
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: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 10:36 AM
To: PJ Johnston
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Raymond Ridder; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Environmental Leadership
 
Sounds good. 


On Mar 27, 2015, at 10:08 AM, PJ Johnston <pj@pjcommunications.com> wrote:


Don’t know why a PR guy would be calling about this, but best to refer to me in
case there’s a media angle. If it’s something else I can refer out from there ...
 


 
 
PJ JOHNSTON COMMUNICATIONS
2962 Fillmore Street  |  San Francisco, California 94123
office: (415) 923-8944  |  cell: (415) 260-8417
pj@pjcommunications.com
www.pjcommunications.com
 
On Mar 27, 2015, at 9:42 AM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com>
wrote:


Copying in PJ Johnston and Raymond Ridder. They can provide guidance as to best
point of contact.
 
Thanks.
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:33 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Theo Ellington
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
Some guy from So Cal from a PR firm.  Not sure what that counts for.  I can call and get
more info.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:31 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
Press or community?
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
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Great – Who is the right person to forward this guy to?  Guessing Kate would be a
better person to talk to about this than me.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:26 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Environmental Leadership
 
AB900 certification designates our project as an Environmental Leadership
Development Project. AB900 is also called the “Jobs and Economic Improvement
Through Environmental Leadership Act.”
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 9:24 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; Theo Ellington; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Environmental Leadership
 
Anyone know about an application for the Environmental Leadership something or
another?  Received a call on it and wanted to try and get background before calling
back.
 
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
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: FW: Preliminary GSW Cover
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:13:39 AM
Attachments: Cover 1a.pdf


Catherine:
 
Just checking in with you on the preliminary SEIR we sent you last week (attached again).  Please let
us know if you have any comments.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 4:38 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Preliminary GSW Cover
 
Catherine:
 
We are already thinking ahead to a potential cover for the GSW SEIR.  Please see the attached for
your consideration.
 


·         OCII is lead agency, not Planning, however, consistent with how EP typically does it covers,
we elected to include an existing conditions photo, as opposed to showing any proposed
project development drawings.  We also include applicable OCII logo, OCII/EP/State
Clearinghouse case numbers, and important milestone dates.
 


·         We received this photo from the Warriors, so we are free to use it.  You may notice this is
the same photo that is included on the cover of the Warriors Major Phase application, but
without the simulated project features or other simulated SF development that they show
on that application.  It’s a great photo, showing the site, the majority of the MB Plan area,
and proximity to the Bay, AT&T park and downtown SF.
 


·         As a polite nod to the Warriors, we use the Warriors blue and yellow colors, but do not
include their logo or any specific Warriors features.


 
Please let us know if you have any comments.  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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA);


Gavin, John (ECN); Hussain, Lila (ADM); Winslow, David (CPC); Wong, Phillip (ECN)
Subject: RE: City GSW Internal
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:06:00 PM


Hello all – since Adam is out and we have a design meeting for the office buildings to
prepare for the Thursday CAC meeting, I am going to cancel this meeting.  Please let the
group know if there is something outside the design and CEQA process that should be


addressed and we can set up a side meeting as necessary.  The 16th Street sidewalk is still
outstanding – they came back with an unacceptable proposal and once they have revised,
we’ll run by folks for review.


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/


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2015 4:53 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert,
Peter (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Gavin, John (ECN); Hussain, Lila (CII); Winslow, David (CPC);
Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Subject: City GSW Internal
When: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 11:00 AM-12:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: CALL-IN #: 605-475-4700; ACCESS CODE: 824916#


Just changing ownership of the invite.  Should be the same bi-weekly schedule and call-in #.


Adam
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Markowitz, Frank (MTA); Hicks, Cody
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Walton, Kim (MTA); Miller, Don (DPW); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:40:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Typically for infrastructure we work through the Task Force (Don Miller and Barbara Moy).  We will
also be involved since we oversee the funding.  The MB project (ie, FOCIL) is responsible for meeting
the mitigation measure, so if there are no changes then they would be responsible for it all, but if
there are changes then we need to see what portion they would pay for (and then be reimbursed by
tax increment from OCII).
 
At this point, I think we first need to see what the City/Community wants to do with the intersection
and then once we know what that is from a cost and timing stand point we can figure out what
portion (or all) the MB Project pays for and what would need additional funding.  I have added Wade
back into the conversation since Planning has been doing some of the lead work in the past working
with the community on determining the vision for the roundabout.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Markowitz, Frank [mailto:Frank.Markowitz@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:20 PM
To: Hicks, Cody; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM); Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Catherine -  Thanks for the clarification.  To extend Cody’s questions a bit….  Is it FOCIL-MB that will
be responsible for paying?  Is the funding basically guaranteed?  Will OCII take the lead on working
with the developer or will SFMTA need to work directly with developer?
 
Thanks.
 
Frank Markowitz
 
Senior Transportation Planner, Urban Planning Initiatives
Sustainable Streets Division


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency


1 South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor  SF, CA 94103
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Office:   415-701-4442
frank.markowitz@sfmta.com
 
 
 


From: Hicks, Cody 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 12:51 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Walton, Kim
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Thanks Catherine.
 
Yes, SFMTA staff are currently working to develop an alternative solution to the mitigation measures
listed in the EIR. What I think is still uncertain to us is who is responsible for paying for theses
mitigation measure, and roughly what is the timing for implementing them? I’m not really sure how
the Warriors arena is related, but I would appreciate if you could shed some light on that, too.
 
Thanks again,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Hicks, Cody
Cc: Hussain, Lila; Markowitz, Frank; Valle-Schwenk, David; Miller, Don; Walton, Kim; Wietgrefe, Wade;
Tabajonda, Will
Subject: RE: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi, Cody – I am the correct person to talk to about this.  We had a meeting on this back in February
and there was additional work that needed to be done about what the City wanted to do with the
intersection before going to the master developer.
 
Wade at Planning was looking into the CEQA implications of changing the design of the intersection
and see who would be the correct lead at Planning to help with the public outreach if the City family
felt that the intersection could be kept as a round about with no new significant impacts.  With the
Golden State Warriors EIR underway, it may be good to sit tight until that has gone through its
process.
 
It sounds like it may be good to have a follow up meeting so that we have next steps outlined.
 
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
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
 


From: Hicks, Cody [mailto:Cody.Hicks@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Cc: Walton, Kim (MTA)
Subject: Mission Bay North | 8th & Townsend
 
Hi Lila,
 
This is a friendly reminder that I called you last week looking for guidance on who might be on the


hook to support transportation improvements for the 8th/Townsend intersection per the Mission
Bay EIR. I’m mainly trying to figure out which project sponsor we at the SFMTA should be talking to
and to what extend should we expect financial support to complete the two mitigation measures in
the EIR.
 
Please give me a call at your earliest convenience.
 
Thanks,
Cody
 
Cody Hicks
Transportation Analyst
SFMTA | Sustainable Streets
One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4218
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From: Maher, Christine (ADM)
To: Debbie Kern
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Warriors FIA Report
Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 8:21:30 AM
Attachments: Fiscal Feasibility_2015-03-20 dk comments.pdf


Hi Debbie,
 
Adam is out of the office until 4/20, but  Catherine will be able to provide some initial feedback.  I’ve
copied her above, as she wasn’t on the original email.
 
Thanks,
Christine
 
Christine Maher
Manager, Real Estate and Development Services
 
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
Direct: (415) 749-2481
Email: christine.maher@sfgov.org


 


From: Debbie Kern [mailto:dkern@keysermarston.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:25 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Maher, Christine (ADM)
Subject: FW: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Adam and Christine,
 
Just checking in on the status of the fiscal analysis.
Debbie
 
Debbie M. Kern, Senior Principal 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
160 Pacific Avenue, Suite 204
San Francisco, CA  94111 
(415) 398-3050, ext. 230 
(415) 397-5065 (fax) 
dkern@keysermarston.com 
www.keysermarston.com
 
This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient,
please immediately reply to the sender and delete the message from your e-mail system.  Thank you.
 


From: Debbie Kern 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 12:50 PM
To: 'Michael Nimon'
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Richard Berkson; 'Maher, Christine
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



This report evaluates the public revenues expected to be generated by the proposed 
development of the Multi-Venue Project proposed by the Golden State Warriors (GSW) on the 
site formerly owned by Salesforce located in Mission Bay (the “Project”). A more detailed 
description of the Project is provided in CHAPTER 1. This report updates public tax revenues 
estimated in the Chapter 29 report prepared for the previous GSW proposal at Piers 30-32.  



Potential costs have been separately estimated by the City. Appendix A documents the 
estimates and calculations that generate the projected tax revenues. The estimates in this 
analysis will change as a result of program refinement, actual attendance and expenditures, 
future local and State budget and fiscal conditions, and other cyclical economic factors. 



Table 1 Fiscal Results Summary – Ongoing Revenues (2014$) 
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Fiscal Impact Analysis: Revenues 
San Francisco Multi-Purpose Venue 
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TABLE 2 summarizes various one-time revenues anticipated from development of the Project. 
These revenues will be spread over the initial years of Project development. 



Table 2 Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues 



 



Item Total



Development Impact Fees (1)
Child Care $662,000
TIDF - §411.3 $17,436,000



Other One-Time Revenues
Sales Taxes During Construction $4,408,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $2,953,000
Property Transfer Tax from Initial Land Sale $4,200,000



Total One-Time Revenues $29,659,000



(1) Impact fee rates as of January 1, 2015. Fee estimates per San Francisco Planning Dept.
See Table A-3 for details on fee calculations.



* Numbers have been rounded to the nearest thousand.
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1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



The proposed Project includes a 775,000-square foot arena including 25,000 square feet of event 
management and team operations space. Additional development includes 522,000 square feet 
of office and 112,500 square feet of retail uses. The Project is also envisioned to include 950 
parking spaces and 3.2 acres of open space, as shown in TABLE 3. 



The proposed Project involves GSW’s construction of a new privately financed, state-of-the art 
multi-purpose venue with seating for approximately 18,000 persons, capable of being used as an 
event venue and for other public assembly uses, including conventions, Golden State Warriors' 
home games, performing arts, and other purposes. The arena is envisioned to generate 205 
annual events and attract about 2,071,400 paid visitors. 



Table 3 Summary Project Description 



Item



Multi-Purpose Venue
Building Area (1) 750,000 sq.ft.
Number of Seats 18,064 seats
Events 205 annually
Annual Paid Attendance (rounded) 2,071,400
Annual turnstile Attendance (2) 1,899,000



Parking (3) 950 spaces
Parking Area 427,500 sq.ft.



Other Development
Event Management/Team Operations Space 25,000 sq.ft.
Retail 112,500 sq.ft.
Office 522,000 sq.ft.
Open Space 3.2 acres



(1) Includes 25,000 square feet associated with the practice facility/training areas.
(2) Based on a weighted avg. of approximately 90% of sold event tickets.
(3) Additional 132 offsite spaces for team operations not included.



Source: GSW; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.; Barrett Sports Group.



Total
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Square footage is not consistent with text.  Notes from last meeting indicate that the GBA is 775,000 sf
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2. KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 



The Project will generate a range of tax revenues as summarized in TABLES 1 and 2. These 
revenues will help fund services to the Project area, as well as Citywide services and facilities. 
This section describes the revenues and basic methodology for the estimates. Assumptions and 
calculations of fiscal benefits are further described in APPENDIX A. Actual results will vary 
depending on the actual levels and types of activities, as well as fiscal and economic conditions 
at the time the Project is completed and open. 



Proper ty  Taxes  



Property tax based on 1 percent of value will be collected from the land and improvements in the 
Project. The Project is located in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. Within this 
Redevelopment Area, the taxes collected will be distributed to the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency for redevelopment purposes. A 20 percent portion1 of the 1.0 percent gross “tax 
increment” collected is required by California Redevelopment Law to be passed-through to taxing 
entities (including the CCSF), and 20 percent is required to be allocated to affordable housing 
purposes. The remainder is available for redevelopment purposes, namely the funding of capital 
improvements including payment of debt service that extends beyond the development period. 
After buildout, tax increment not otherwise committed to debt service or other redevelopment 
purposes could be available for distribution to taxing entities, including the General Fund.  



The Project would result in annual revenue of $912,000 to the CCSF based on AB1290 pass-
through allocations (after distributions to affordable housing set-asides and redevelopment 
purposes) at buildout. The estimates are based on the amount of redevelopment pass-through to 
the General Fund after accounting for adjustments to ERAF2 deductions; the General Fund would 
receive 55.59 percent of the 20 percent pass-through of gross tax increment.3 



The General Fund distributes 9 cents from its property tax revenue to other dedicated City 
purposes, including the Children’s Fund, Library Fund, and Open Space Fund. The assessed value 
is assumed to grow at a 2 percent annual rate (or at CPI, whichever is less) as required by State 
law, unless a transaction occurs which would reset the assessed value to the transaction price, or 
depreciation negatively affects assessed value. 



                                            



1 While the Project Area is currently in Tier 2 that requires an additional 16.8 percent allocation, the 
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) General Fund and Special Funds only capture a share of 
20 percent in Tier 1, while the San Francisco Unified School District captures a property tax from both 
tiers. 



2 ERAF is the Education Revenue Augmentation Fund that receives a share of property tax and is used 
by the State to supplement education funding. 



3 Source: Correspondence from Seifel Consulting Inc., per discussions with CCSF Controller's Office, 
2/5/10. 





dkern


Sticky Note


This discussion of property taxes doesn't address the impact or lack of impact of the dissolution of redevelopment on the distribution of property taxes.  There is a footnote referencing information collected in 2010, which was before dissolution.  The analysis and calculations reflect the assumption that dissolution had no impact on the distribution of incremental property tax revenue.    Please confirm that this is the case and, if so, please indicate this in the narrative and the footnotes.











Fiscal Impact Analysis: Revenues 
San Francisco Multi-Purpose Venue 



03/20/15 
 
 



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 5 P:\121000\121081Warriors\Report\Fiscal Feasibility_2015-03-20.docx 



The secured assessed value of the multi-purpose venue and parking is based on the direct 
construction cost for the structure, which is conservative. Market values for other uses are based 
on the capitalized value of their net income stream. Unsecured property tax revenues are added 
to the estimates; the values shown are based on current GSW tax payments, and are likely to be 
higher in a new facility. It is likely that property taxes will also accrue during construction, 
depending on the timing and method of assessment and tax levy. 



Proper ty  Tax  In -L ieu  o f  Veh i c le  L i cense  Fees  



Changes in the State budget converted a significant portion of Motor Vehicle License Fee (VLF) 
subventions, previously distributed by the State based on a per-capita formula, into property tax 
distributions. These distributions increase over time based on assessed value growth within each 
entity. To the extent that development of the Multi-Purpose Venue results in an increase in the 
City assessed value, these revenues are projected to increase proportionately.  



Proper ty  T ra ns fe r  Tax  



The City collects a property transfer tax of $6.80 per $1,000 of transferred value on transactions 
up to $1 million, $7.50 per $1,000 on transactions up to $5 million, $20.00 per $1,000 on 
transactions from $5 million to $10 million, and $25.00 per $1,000 on transactions above 
$10 million.  



The City will receive one-time transfer tax from the land transaction between Salesforce and 
GSW. Because of the infrequency of commercial sales, no transfer taxes are assumed from 
commercial properties or the multi-purpose venue. 



Sa les  Taxes  



The City General Fund receives 1 percent of taxable sales, in addition to sales taxes for public 
safety and transportation purposes.  



Sales taxes will be generated from several Project-related sources: 



 Concession sales from the multi-purpose venue 
 Sales at new retail uses  



Visiting basketball teams can generate a significant amount of commercial activity, including 
taxable expenditures and hotel revenues; however, nearly all of the Warriors opponents 
currently stay in San Francisco, therefore they will not represent a net increase in economic 
activity or public revenues. 



In addition to the 1 percent sales tax received by every city and county in California, voter-
approved local taxes dedicated to transportation purposes are collected. Two special districts, the 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Public Financing Authority 
(related to San Francisco Unified School District) also receive a portion of sales taxes (0.50 and 
0.25 percent, respectively, in addition to the 1 percent local portion). The City also receives 
revenues from the State based on sales tax for the purpose of funding public safety-related 
expenditures. 
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S a l es  Taxes  f rom Cons t ruc t ion  



One-time revenues during the construction phases of the Project will be generated by sales and 
use tax on construction materials and fixtures. Sales tax would be allocated directly to the City 
and County of San Francisco. 



Tra ns ient  Oc cupa nc y  Tax  ( TOT)  



Hotel Room Tax (also known as Transient Occupancy Tax or TOT) will be generated by hotel 
occupancies generated by the Project. The City currently receives 14 percent of room charges. 
While all of the Hotel Room Tax proceeds can be allocated to the General Fund, historically, a 
share also funded special programs like cultural equity endowment fund, culture centers, 
publicity/advertising events, and War Memorial. The actual allocations vary depending on future 
policy decisions by the Board of Supervisors.  



TOT estimates are based on total room-nights generated by a portion of visitors from outside the 
region. This potential demand was reduced by 50 percent to account for a portion of visitors that 
will choose not to stay overnight in San Francisco or those that would have stayed in San 
Francisco regardless of the Project.  



Park ing  Tax  



The City collects tax on parking charges at garages and lots open to the public. The tax is 
25 percent of the pre-tax parking charge. The SFMTA retains 80 percent of the parking tax 
revenue, the other 20 percent is available to the General Fund for allocation to special programs 
or purposes. 



Although the proposed parking garage in the Project will provide parking that may be included in 
the cost of certain basketball season tickets, it is assumed that the equivalent parking tax would 
be charged for the value of the parking services provided.4  Similarly, parking tax is assumed to 
be paid for the use of garage parking spaces by GSW staff and visiting teams, as well as other 
staff or performers at the multi-purpose venue. 



Additional parking tax revenues would be generated by visitors to events at the multi-purpose 
venue and office and retail uses. Parking tax is based on total cars parking on-site and off-site 
generated by demand from the multi-purpose venue events. This analysis assumes that spillover 
parking demand generated by the Project in excess of that accommodated on site would 
generate parking tax revenue elsewhere in the City.  



                                            



4 Correspondence from the Treasurer-Tax Collector’s Office, David Augustine to Jennifer Matz, 
09/14/2012 
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S t ad ium Adm iss ions  Tax  



Events at the multi-purpose venue may be subject to the current stadium admissions tax.5  
Currently, the San Francisco Giants pay a Stadium Tax of 25 cents per ticket for events at AT&T 
Park. The majority of events at the proposed multi-purpose venue would be subject to a higher 
tax rate of $2.25 ticket, while non-basketball events would be subject to a lower tax. An average 
rate of $2.10 per ticket is used for this analysis. The analysis applies the tax, assuming a mix of 
ticket prices, to all events except fixed fee rentals. To the extent the Stadium Tax applies to the 
Project, Stadium Tax receipts will be deposited into the City’s General Fund. A portion is 
allocated to the Recreation and Park Department, the amount of which may vary depending on 
future policy decisions by the Board of Supervisors.  



Gross  Rece ip ts  Tax  



Estimated gross receipts tax revenues from on-site businesses and activities are derived from 
revenue estimates using data from the City’s Assessor, retail sales, and parking revenue 
projections. This analysis does not estimate the “phase in” of this tax during the 2014 to 2017 
period and assumes gross receipts taxes will be substantial enough to replace the existing 
payroll tax. Actual revenues from future gross receipt taxes will depend on a range of variables, 
including the multi-purpose venue performance, business sizes, share of activity within San 
Francisco, and other factors. 



Additional taxes would be generated through indirect economic activity; these were estimated 
and shown separately from direct tax revenues because of their secondary nature. 



Ut i l i t y  User  Tax  



The utility user tax is a 7.5 percent tax on commercial utility billings. The fiscal analysis 
estimates the revenues based on the existing GSW arena utility cost of $1.5 million a year, which 
is below comparable arenas. In addition, utility costs for commercial uses are estimated on a per 
square foot basis.   



One-T ime  Revenues  



The City will collect a number of revenues that are not recurring, as described in prior sections. 
One-time revenues include: 



 Transfer taxes on the initial land sale  
 Sales taxes from the sale of construction materials 
 Gross receipts taxes from construction activity 



The Project will also pay development impact fees, as explained below. 



                                            



5 Correspondence from the Treasurer-Tax Collector’s Office, David Augustine to Jennifer Matz, 
09/14/2012 
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Why is this issue unresolved?  When will it be resolved.  If there is a possibility that it will not apply, then the total revenues on the the summary table should be calculated with and without the admissions tax.
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Development Impact Fees 



GSW will pay to the City all applicable development impact fees relating to developing the 
Project. Applicable City impact fees include: 



 Child Care (Planning Code Sec. 414) – A fee per square foot paid by office and event 
management space uses 



 Transit Impact Development Fee (Planning Code Sec. 411.3) – A fee per square foot paid by 
all commercial uses. 



In addition to the impact fees charged by the City, there are a range of other utility connection 
and capacity charges that will be collected based on utility consumption and other factors. Other 
fees will include school impact fees to be paid to the San Francisco Unified School District. 
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Table A-1
San Francisco Revenue Summary (2014 dollars)
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Annual Total



Annual General Revenue
Property Tax (General Fund) $911,515
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $804,072
Sales Tax $520,948
Gross Receipts Tax:



On-site $2,431,277
Off-site (1) $42,151



Parking Tax $482,197
Hotel/Motel Tax (General Fund) $1,667,012
Stadium Admissions Tax $4,335,920
Utility User Tax $253,707



Subtotal $11,448,801



Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space)  $148,000
Public Safety Sales Tax $260,474
San Francisco County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $260,474
MTA Parking Tax $1,928,789



Subtotal $2,597,737



TOTAL REVENUES $14,046,538



(1) Reflects additional tax generated by the Multi-Purpose Venue visitors off-site from additional hotel.



Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-2
Employment Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item FTE/Total $ Source



Multi-Purpose Venue (1)
Full-time operations 105 Golden State Warriors
Event staff (2) 205 EPS estimate, based on GSW input



Golden State Warriors
   Players 15 Golden State Warriors
   Other Staff (3) 150 Golden State Warriors
Retail 273 sq.ft. per FTE 412
Office 268 sq.ft. per FTE 1,948
Parking 270 spaces per FTE 4 HPS FIA



Total Permanent Employment On-site 2,839



Project Construction
Total Development Cost (4) $1,102,047,048
Labor Portion of Construction Cost (5) 20% of construction value $220,409,410



Construction: Job-Years (temporary) (6) $77,500 average annual wage 2,844 California Economic Development Department



(1) Assumes 100 full-time workers with the remainder as part-time staff; part-time workers are converted into FTEs based on 205 annual Multi-Purpose Venue events 



  assuming a typical 5-day 50-week work cycle.
(2) Reflects 500 employees in 6-hour shifts during the Warriors games and 280 employees in 6-hour shifts for all other events.
(3) Includes the Golden State Warriors non-staff franchise employment, such as trainers, coaches, doctors, scouts, and administration.
(4) Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
(5) Treasure Island Fiscal Analysis.
(6) Wage based on the average annual construction annual salaries reported for the San Francisco MSA by EDD.



Sources: Golden State Warriors and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumption
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I believe that this calculation of construction labor costs along with the calculations of materials costs on Table A-7 and direct construction costs on Table A-12 need to be reviewed so that they are internally  consistent. In Table A-2, the 20% factor is applied to total development costs, not construction costs.  A-12 indicates that 30% of development costs are planning and engineering costs, resulting in 70% being hard costs ($659.4 million).  A portion of hard costs are construction labor and a portion are materials costs.  So, materials costs would be less than $659.4 million  A-7 indicates that 80% of total costs are materials costs ($881.6 million), which is not consistent with A-12.  $881.6 million of materials costs out of a total development cost budget of $1.1 billion seems too high.











Table A-3
San Francisco City One-Time Fee Revenue Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Office/Event Retail TOTAL
Management Space



New Development (sq.ft.) (2) 547,000 112,500 750,000
New Residential Units 



City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (3)
Child Care $1.21 $0.00 $0.00 $661,870
Transit Impact Development Fee (§411.3) (4) $8.87 $14.59 $14.59 $17,435,765



Total Development Impact Fee $5,513,760 $1,641,375 $10,942,500 $18,097,635



Other In-Lieu Impact Fees (5)
Public Art - Installation or Fee 1% const. cost 1% const. cost 1% const. cost
Street Trees



One-Time Transfer Tax $4,200,000



(1) Estimated subject to fees based on the gross area.
(2) Excludes parking area.
(3) All impact fees are effective as of 1/1/15 and are subject to change based on final project scope of project. 
(4) The office fee reflects the increment between the current maximum and the baseline $5 per square foot fee established with the Redevelopment Plan.
(5) Can be offset by the developer's construction of public improvements and addressed through an "In-Kind Agreement". 



Multi-Purpose 
Venue (1)



see Table A-7
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Table A-4
Property Tax Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Secured Assessed Value (1)
Multi-Purpose Venue $550,000,000



Other Development
Event Management/Team Operations Space $14,500,000
Retail $41,343,750
Office $302,760,000
Parking $33,250,000



Subtotal $391,853,750



New Taxable Value $941,853,750



Gross Secured Possessory Interest/Property Tax 1.0% of new AV $9,418,538
Unsecured Tax from the Warriors (2) $183,333
Unsecured Tax From Other Uses (3) $391,854



Subtotal $9,993,725



(less) Existing Taxes (4) ($1,795,169)



Total $8,198,556



Property Tax 
Tier 1 Property Tax Pass Through (5) 20.0% 1,639,711
Tier 2 Property Tax Pass Through (5) 16.8% 1,377,357
Tier 1 and 2 Property Tax Pass Throughs (5) 36.8% 3,017,069



Net New General Fund Share (after ERAF) 55.59% property tax tier 1 pass through $911,515
Special Funds (6) 9.00% property tax tier 1 pass through $147,574
SF Unified School District 7.70% property tax pass through $232,314
Affordable Housing Set Aside $1,639,711



Assumptions
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Notes to Table A-4



(2) Based on the existing Golden State Warriors assessment and payment adjusted for the difference in tax rates;
      the new assessment is likely to exceed this payment.
(3) Assumed at 10% of Warriors Event Management/Team Operations Space and retail assessed value.



(5) While the pass throughs increase above 20% in tiers 2 and 3 per AB1290, the City only receives the share of Tier 1 pass through. The City's
   share of Tiers 2 and 3 goes to the redevelopment agency successor (02.13.13 interview with the SF Controller's Office). Mission Bay South
   redevelopment area is currently in Tier 2 with 36.8% generated in pass throughs.
(6) Special funds include property tax set aside for Library, Open Space, and Children's Fund. This reflects the recent approval of Measure C, 
   which will start shifting the General Fund allocation to Children's Fund by 0.25% increments of pass throughs starting in FY15-16 until reaching
   55.59% of the 1% base property tax, a reduction from the current 56.59%.



Sources: Golden State Warriors; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



(1) Initial secured assessed valuation is based on the assessed value of $550 million for the Multi-Purpose Venue (equal to the hard construction 
costs of the structure), and the market values of all other uses as follows: $580 per square foot for office space and Warriors Event 
Management/Team Operations Space, $368 per square foot for retail, and construction cost of $45,000 per space for parking.



(4) Reflects the existing property tax based on the land sale from Salesforce inflated by 2% a year over 2 years.



Note: Total assessed value slightly less than total development costs due to the exclusion of "soft costs" from assessed value; this is a 
conservative assumption.
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Table A-5
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Citywide Total Assessed Value (millions $) (1) $171,700



Total Assessed Value of Project (see property tax calculation) $941.85
(less) Existing Value -$179.52



Net Increase in Project Assessed Value (millions $) $762.34



Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 0.444%
Total Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (FY2013-14) (1) $181,100,000



Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $804,072



(1) Based on the estimate for FY2013-14 provided by the City staff.



Sources: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-6
Property Transfer Tax 
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



One-Time Transfer Tax
Estimated Land Sale (1) $172,546,000



One-time Transfer Tax (2) $24.34 per $1,000 value $4,200,000



Sources: GSW; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumptions



(1) Reflects a land acquisition of a portion of the original Salesforce site based on the FAR allocation (1 mill. sq.ft.).
(2) Based on the City's graduated tax that varies between $5 per $1,000 on the first $250,000 in value and $25 per $1,000 on 
value above $10 million with the total provided by the City.
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Please provide the calculation.  It is 1 million square feet *$172.55 per square foot.  Please provide the basis for the $172.55 per square foot. 











Table A-7
Sales Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Taxable Sales From Multi-Purpose Venue
Warriors Game Concessions and Merchandise $21.60 per attendee (turnstile) $15,768,000
Other Event Concessions $11.00 per attendee (turnstile) $12,859,000



Total $28,627,000



Sales Tax to General Fund 1.0% of sales $286,270
(less) Existing Sales Shift (1) ($18,447)



Net New Sales Tax $267,823



Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail $450 per sq.ft. $50,625,000



Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $506,250
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (2) ($253,125)



Net New Sales Tax $253,125



Annual Sales Tax after Shift of Existing Sales
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% $520,948
Public Safety Sales Tax (3) 0.50% of taxable sales $260,474
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (3) 0.50% of taxable sales $260,474
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (3) 0.25% of taxable sales $130,237



One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies
Total Development Value (4) $1,102,047,048
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 80.00% $881,637,639
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $440,818,819
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $4,408,188



(3) Sales tax proportions for these entities are as reported in Controller's Office publication on sales tax from 2008.
(4) Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
Sources: Golden State Warriors; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumptions



(1) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents at the facility are expected to have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco, 
were the project not built.  To account for this, sales that would have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco are deducted from the 
total. This proportion is estimated based on the following factors: 30% of Multi-Purpose Venue visitors are San Francisco 
residents with the remainder drawn from other locations; half of the spending of San Francisco residents is assumed to be shifted 
from other purchases in the City on non-basketball events.
(2) Deducts share of sales that would have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco (assumes 50%).
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Table A-8
Transient Occupancy Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Overnight Attendees in San Francisco for Multi-Purpose Venue Events
Events per Year 205
Total turnstile attendance 1,899,000
Potential Overnight Visitors (1) 189,900
Net New Overnight Visitors (2) 50% 94,950



Hotel Room Demand 1.90 people per room 49,974



Off Site Hotel/Motel Room Proceeds (3) $238 per room- night $11,907,230



Total Hotel/Motel Tax Revenue (4) 14% of room revenue $1,667,012



(1) Assumed non-resident visitors from outside Bay Area are estimated based on the traffic analysis allocation of arena visitors. 
(2) Estimated share of potential room demand from visitors outside region, who would have stayed in San Francisco anyhow, or stayed elsewhere.
(3) Reflects the FY2013-14 Citywide average reported by CCSF.
(4) Historically, a share of the General Fund revenue was allocated to fund cultural equity endowment fund, culture centers, publicity/advertising events, and War Memorial.



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 



Estimating Factor
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Table A-9
Parking Tax
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Total Spaces On Site 950



Parking Revenues On Site
Total (1) $25 per day $8,668,750
(less) Vacancy 30% ($2,600,625)



Total $6,068,125



Spaces Off Site
Annual Demand (spaces) (2) 178,791
Total Parking Revenue $20 per day $3,575,821



San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of annual revenue $2,410,987
Parking Tax Allocation to Gen'l Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $482,197
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $1,928,789



(1) Based on parking revenue of $25 a day net of parking taxes.
(2) Reflects parking demand generated by the Multi-Purpose Venue visitors only in excess of onsite capacity
   it is likely that additional revenue will be generated by parking demand resulting from other Project components, 
   such as commercial space.



Sources: GSW and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumption
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Please provide this calculation.  If the total demand (Table A-10) is 421,516 parking spaces and the on-site capacity is 194,750 (950 * 205 events), then the off-site # would be 226,766.











Table A-10
Daily Parking & Transit Demand Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Event 
Turnstile Average Daily Event Annual



Annual 
Parking Daily Event Annual



Events Attendance per Car Pkg. Demand (1) Events Space Muni Ridership (2) Ridership
(round trip)



Basketball Games 17,000 2.5 3,740 41 153,340 4,080 167,280
GSW Preseason 11,000 2.5 2,420 3 7,260 2,640 7,920
Concerts 12,000 2.8 2,357 30 70,714 2,880 86,400
Concerts Theater 3,000 2.8 589 15 8,839 720 10,800
Other Sporting Events 7,000 2.8 1,375 30 41,250 1,680 50,400
Family Shows 5,000 4.0 688 55 37,813 1,200 66,000
Fixed Fee Rentals/Miscellaneous 9,000 1.5 3,300 31 102,300 2,160 66,960



Total 205 421,516 455,760



(1) On average, 55% of the visitors are assumed to be arriving by car.
(2) Muni ridership assumed to be 60% of transit ridership, which is projected to be 40% of turnstile attendance.



Sources: Golden State Warriors; EPS review of AT&T Park modal split survey (MTA);  EPS review of Travel Demand Summary.
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My notes from the meeting indicated that Dan thought the fixed fee attendance was too high and that he was going to provide a more realistic estimate.  Did you receive that estimate?











Table A-11
Stadium Admissions Tax
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Annual Multi-Purpose Venue Ticket Sales (1)
Warriors Games 772,508
Other Events 1,298,889



Average Admission Tax (2) $2.10
Warriors Games $2.25
Other Events $2.00



Total Annual Admission Tax (3) $4,335,920



(1) Paid attendance; excludes fixed fee rental events.



(2) Reflects a range of ticket prices with "other events" assumed at $2 per ticket (assumes 15% of the tickets below $25, 85% 
   above $27) and the Warriors games assumed at $2.25 per ticket (applies to tickets exceeding $27 in value). Combines regular 
   admission and supplemental admission tax.
(3) Historically, a share of the revenue was allocated to recreation and parks; this analysis assumes the revenue is fully captured 
   by the General Fund.



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 
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Sticky Note


My meeting notes indicate that Dan thought that the avg. tax for "other events" should be less than $2.00.  Did you receive any new information?





dkern


Sticky Note


Please see note in narrative section.  If it is not certain that the admissions tax will apply, then we need to include that qualifier and calculate the total of estimated revenues with and without the admissions tax.











Table A-12
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Total Gross GR Allocated Gross
Item Receipts (GR) to SF for GR Tax up to $1m $1m - $2.5m $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax



Multi-Purpose Venue (1) $67,593,667 $67,593,667 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $202,406
Golden State Warriors (2) $160,000,000 $97,582,418 0.300% 0.325% 0.325% 0.400% $371,330
Retail (3) $25,312,500 $25,312,500 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.165% $25,313
Office (3) (4) $415,917,440 $374,325,696 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $1,721,898
Parking $8,668,750 $8,668,750 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $10,578
Office/Retail Rent (3) $35,001,000 $35,001,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $99,753



Subtotal $712,493,356 $608,484,030 $2,431,277



Off-Site Impacts
Parking $3,575,821 $3,575,821 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $3,702
Off-site Hotels $11,907,230 $11,907,230 0.300% 0.325% 0.325% 0.400% $38,448



Subtotal $15,483,051 $15,483,051 $42,151



Total Gross Receipts $727,976,408 $623,967,081 $2,473,428



Project Construction
Total Development Value (5) $1,102,047,048 $1,102,047,048
Direct Construction Cost (6) $659,400,000 $659,400,000 0.300% 0.325% 0.400% 0.450% $2,952,675



(1) Includes concessions and merchandise sales during events and ticket sales for non-Warrior games assuming an average ticket sale price of $30; Warriors ticket 
    sales are captured under the Warriors revenues.
(2) Assumes that 61% (50% of player salaries and 100% of support staff) of the maximum tax potential would be generated to the City given that players  would not be
   subject to the tax for games played outside of San Francisco.
(3) Based on the tax rate in the 3rd tier since the number of tenants and associates receipts per tenant are not known.
(4) Based on the IMPLAN-derived factor of $213,500 per office employee; 90% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as businesses with receipts below 
   $1 million and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt.
(5)  Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
(6) Hard costs have not been estimated for the entire project; as a planning estimate, roughly 30% of costs are assumed to be planning and engineering costs. 



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 



Gross Revenue Tier
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Sticky Note


Please see note to Table A-2 regarding consistency of calculation of materials costs.  If this is an estimate of hard costs, then materials costs would be a component of hard costs and less than $659,400,000.  Please also explain the rationale for basing gross receipts tax on direct construction costs.





dkern


Sticky Note


rate should be 0.16%
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Sticky Note


rate should be 0.35%.











Table A-13
Utility User Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Arena Utility Cost (1) $1,490,000



Other Uses
Retail $2.87 per sq.ft. $322,875
Office (including Event Management and 
Team Operations) $2.87 per sq.ft. $1,569,890



Total Annual Commercial Utility Cost $3,382,765



Utility User Tax 7.5% of commercial utility cost (2) $253,707



(1) Based on the existing annual cost for the Warriors arena in Oakland; this estimate is conservative relative 
   to costs incurred by other comparable arenas across the country.



Assumption
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Sticky Note


Need to provide footnote #2.


















(CII)'
Subject: RE: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Michael and team,
 
Attached are our comments on the draft.  Please call me with any questions.
 
Debbie
 
Debbie M. Kern, Senior Principal 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
160 Pacific Avenue, Suite 204
San Francisco, CA  94111 
(415) 398-3050, ext. 230 
(415) 397-5065 (fax) 
dkern@keysermarston.com 
www.keysermarston.com
 
This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient,
please immediately reply to the sender and delete the message from your e-mail system.  Thank you.
 


From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:22 PM
To: Debbie Kern
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Richard Berkson
Subject: Warriors FIA Report
 
Hi Debbie,
 
Attached please find a copy of the latest report draft we shared with Adam on Friday.
 
Thanks,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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http://www.keysermarston.com/

mailto:mnimon@epsys.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

http://www.epsys.com/






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:57:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate – why don’t we talk this afternoon, or we can talk tomorrow morning.  Is this temporary until
you move in, or throughout the use of the space?
 
As a FYI, the Market Hall was not our preferred choice and we had to work with them to adjust
things since they installed without asking permission.  It will all come down when they open – they
had wanted to limit the view into the space while being built out since there have been security
issues with people seeing vacant spaces.


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


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Catherine –
 
Thanks for hopping on today to talk signage. I’m very excited about our project’s potential to raise
the bar on this front.
 
We ran out of time before I mentioned this, but I wanted to run one other question by you. The
team of designers working on our Sales Center (TI at 500 TFB, ground floor) has started to inquire
about artistic window dressing . This is definitely not signage, but could – depending on design
development and/or City and landlord direction – include images or text, so I mentioned to the
group that I’d like to run some of the ideas by you.
 
Attaching two slides showing the current thinking, and comps in Mission Bay. What do you think
about our desire to do something similar for this temporary installation? We want to create
something that yields the appropriate amount of attention and excitement from passers-by, but
nothing that generates a community dialogue that could impact our signage program approval for
 the permanent project.  



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/







 
If you’d prefer to chat by phone you can reach me at 202-230-2642.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/
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http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014






From: Clarke Miller
To: Jose Farran (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Luba Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); Paul Mitchell


(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com)
Subject: timing of CEQA sessions for GSW
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 1:33:08 PM


CEQA team,
 
I understand from Catherine that you’re meeting later this afternoon to discuss some
transportation-related items. Two items to add to your list please:
 


1.        TDM: Carli Payne at MTA drafted revisions to the TDM measures that GSW has previously
endorsed. We’re reviewing those comments now. Since Adam has run point for the City on
TDM, we would like to review the list with him when he returns from his vacation on April
20. Let us know if there are any implications to the CEQA schedule to address it then.


2.        16th St design: Catherine suggested a design meeting with Jose/Luba, MTA, F&P, OCII,


Planning, PUC, and our landscape architect (SWA Group) to review the 16th St. setback area.
The purpose of the meeting would be to review setback/sidewalk areas required for
circulation/queuing, stormwater management, and other program purposes (i.e., bicycle
valet). I’ll be on vacation next week, so I wanted to see if this design session could wait until


the week of April 20. If so, I’d propose we use part of the Wednesday April 22nd 1-3pm
CEQA meeting since it’s already on most of our calendars. Let us know if there are any
implications to the CEQA schedule to address it 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
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:08:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Before 3 and after 3.45.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock; Jerry Li
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Whoops, looping Jerry in.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:07 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
OK, thanks. Jerry Li (GSW) and I will give you a ring this afternoon. Is there a particular time that
works?
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: RE: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Kate – why don’t we talk this afternoon, or we can talk tomorrow morning.  Is this temporary until
you move in, or throughout the use of the space?
 
As a FYI, the Market Hall was not our preferred choice and we had to work with them to adjust
things since they installed without asking permission.  It will all come down when they open – they
had wanted to limit the view into the space while being built out since there have been security
issues with people seeing vacant spaces.


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


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Carlock
Subject: Sales Center Window Dressing
 
Catherine –
 
Thanks for hopping on today to talk signage. I’m very excited about our project’s potential to raise
the bar on this front.
 
We ran out of time before I mentioned this, but I wanted to run one other question by you. The
team of designers working on our Sales Center (TI at 500 TFB, ground floor) has started to inquire
about artistic window dressing . This is definitely not signage, but could – depending on design
development and/or City and landlord direction – include images or text, so I mentioned to the
group that I’d like to run some of the ideas by you.
 
Attaching two slides showing the current thinking, and comps in Mission Bay. What do you think
about our desire to do something similar for this temporary installation? We want to create
something that yields the appropriate amount of attention and excitement from passers-by, but
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nothing that generates a community dialogue that could impact our signage program approval for
 the permanent project.  
 
If you’d prefer to chat by phone you can reach me at 202-230-2642.
 
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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