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P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

6:15 P.M. 2 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA,  3 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2018 4 

  MS. POLING:  Good evening and thank you 5 

for coming to tonight’s public scoping meeting 6 

for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  It’s now time 7 

to open the meeting, the purpose of which is to 8 

obtain public comment concerning the scope of the 9 

issues to be addressed in the Draft Environmental 10 

Impact Report for this project. 11 

  My name is Jeanie Poling and I am an 12 

Environmental Planner with the San Francisco 13 

Planning Department.  I’m the coordinator of the 14 

Environmental Impact Report, or EIR, for this 15 

project.  My function this evening is to moderate 16 

the scoping meeting. 17 

  Here tonight are also Wade Wietgrefe from 18 

the Planning Department and Jen McKellar, who is 19 

back at the table, from the Environmental 20 

Planning Division of the Planning Department.  21 

And we also have representatives from the 22 

project’s sponsor team and the environmental 23 

consulting firm working on this project. 24 
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  As you came in, hopefully you signed in 1 

and picked up meeting materials at the table near 2 

the door back there, where Jen is. 3 

  Also, if you plan on speaking, you should 4 

complete a speaker card with your name, 5 

organization and address or email, which we’ll be 6 

collecting from you.  During the public comment 7 

portion of the meeting, we’ll call your name when 8 

it’s time for you to come up and speak. 9 

  Another item that you may wish to pick up 10 

is a comment form on which you can write 11 

comments, regardless of whether you’re speaking 12 

tonight.  You can also submit written comments 13 

tonight in any format.  Please give your written 14 

comments to Jen or Susan at the information 15 

table. 16 

  A couple of housekeeping items before we 17 

begin.  Restrooms are located down these stairs, 18 

right under where I am, to the left when you get 19 

down the stairs.  And also, please silence your 20 

phones and step outside if you need to talk on 21 

your phone. 22 

  First, I’ll give a short overview of the 23 

CEQA review process.  And then I’ll give you some 24 

specifics of the proposed project and how we will 25 
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be approaching the analysis.  Then we’ll open the 1 

meeting up for public comment by those who have 2 

submitted speaker cards.  Speakers will be given 3 

up to two minutes to speak. 4 

  We have a court reporter here to make a 5 

verbatim transcript of tonight’s proceedings.  6 

The transcripts will be part of the public record 7 

for this process. 8 

  After all speakers have commented, we’ll 9 

wrap up the meeting. 10 

  Now I’d like to take a moment to discuss 11 

the purpose of tonight’s meeting. 12 

  The EIR process is required by the 13 

California Environmental Quality Act.  And in San 14 

Francisco, CEQA review is conducted by the 15 

Environmental Planning Division of the Planning 16 

Department.  Under CEQA a proposed project and 17 

its environmental effects must be disclosed to 18 

the public and decision makers before the project 19 

is approved. 20 

  The purpose of CEQA is to inform decision 21 

makers and the public of a proposed project’s 22 

potential environmental effects, to engage the 23 

public in the environmental review process, 24 

disclose potential project impacts on the 25 
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environment, and to avoid or reduce impacts with 1 

alternatives and mitigation measures.  The EIR 2 

will describe the project and its existing 3 

environment and identify reasonably foreseeable 4 

projects in the vicinity. The initial study and 5 

EIR will consider each of these 17 environmental 6 

topics and consider individual project effects, 7 

as well as cumulative effects, which is the 8 

project in combination with other projects in the 9 

vicinity, such as City College’s Performing Arts 10 

and Education Center. 11 

  Now I’d like to talk about the Balboa 12 

Park Station Area Plan. 13 

  Development in the Balboa -- development 14 

of the Balboa Reservoir was analyzed in the 15 

Balboa Park Station Area Plan EIR, which was 16 

certified in 2008.  The plan area extends from 17 

Balboa Park and the BART Station, then west along 18 

Ocean Avenue, all the way to Manor Drive.  The 19 

Area Plan EIR was a programmatic EIR that 20 

evaluated cumulative impacts of the area plan and 21 

not individual development at the reservoir site.  22 

The area plan assumed that 1,780 dwelling units 23 

would be constructed in the plan area over 20 24 

years, including 500 dwelling units at the 25 
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reservoir site.  As of September of this year, 1 

not including the reservoir site, 482 dwelling 2 

units have been constructed or proposed in the 3 

plan area. 4 

  Because the currently proposed project is 5 

a revision to the project analyzed in the Area 6 

Plan EIR, the CEQA document we will be preparing 7 

will be a subsequent EIR that tiers off the 8 

analysis that was done for the Area Plan EIR. 9 

  We will be publishing the Balboa 10 

Reservoir Draft EIR and initial study at the same 11 

time.  The initial study will identify project 12 

effects that were adequately examined in the Area 13 

Plan EIR and may include mitigation measures from 14 

the Area Plan EIR.  The subsequent EIR will 15 

analyze new or substantially more severe impacts 16 

than examined in the Area Plan EIR and may 17 

include new mitigation measures. 18 

  Now I’d like to discuss the specifics of 19 

the Balboa Reservoir Project. 20 

  The EIR will analyze two different sets 21 

of options for the site’s residential density to 22 

capture a range of possible development on the 23 

project site.  The Developer’s Proposed Option is 24 

proposed by Reservoir Community Partners.  The 25 
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Additional Housing Option has been developed by 1 

the city to maximize affordable housing.  2 

Development under each of the two options would 3 

entail the same land uses and street 4 

configurations and similar site plans. 5 

  Three project variants will also be 6 

evaluated.  There are two different garage and 7 

roadway -- pedestrian -- roadway location 8 

variants and one variant that explores closing 9 

San Ramon Way to pedestrian and bike access. 10 

  I’d like to explain the difference 11 

between options, variants and alternatives.  The 12 

options and variants are proposed by the project 13 

sponsor at the beginning of the environmental 14 

review process.  And the alternatives are 15 

developed during the course of the analysis and 16 

they are designed to reduce or avoid 17 

environmental impacts that are identified during 18 

the analysis.  We are at the start of the 19 

environmental review process.  And the 20 

alternatives for this project have not yet been 21 

developed. 22 

  It’s not unusual for projects to evolve 23 

during the environmental review process.  Please 24 

note that changes to the project don’t change the 25 
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purpose of this meeting, which is to solicit 1 

comments and suggestions concerning the scope and 2 

focus of the EIR.  This is your opportunity to 3 

assist the Planning Department by sharing any 4 

information you may have that will be useful in 5 

the preparation of the EIR. 6 

  Now I’d like to present the project 7 

review schedule. 8 

  The first step in the EIR process was the 9 

issuance of the Notice of Preparation of the EIR 10 

and notice of this scoping meeting.  We sent this 11 

notice out on October 10th and we are requesting 12 

oral and written comments on the scope of the EIR 13 

tonight or to be sent to me by November 12th.  14 

Extra copies of this notice are available at the 15 

table, the information table.  And some of the 16 

figures from the Notice of Preparation are on 17 

display tonight in the corner there. 18 

  Our current schedule anticipates that we 19 

publish the Draft EIR and initial study by next 20 

summer.  We will distribute a Notice of 21 

Availability to interested parties and there will 22 

be a public hearing before the Planning 23 

Commission during the 45-day comment period on 24 

the Draft EIR. 25 
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  Following the close of the comment 1 

period, we’ll prepare a Responses to Comments 2 

document which will contain written responses to 3 

all substantive comments received during the EIR 4 

comment period.  It will also identify any 5 

changes to the Draft EIR, as necessary, to fully 6 

respond to comments received.  We anticipate 7 

publishing this document in early 2020. 8 

  Following publication of the Responses to 9 

Comments document a hearing will be held before 10 

the Planning Commission where they will be asked 11 

to certify the Final EIR, which will consist of 12 

the Draft EIR, together with the Responses to 13 

Comments document.  Certification of the EIR does 14 

not mean the project is approved, rather it 15 

indicates that the requirements for CEQA review 16 

have been met.  Project approval or disapproval 17 

is a separate consideration from the adequacy of 18 

the EIR and can only occur after the CEQA process 19 

is complete. 20 

  Now we’re ready to open the meeting up 21 

for public comment.  This is an evening in which 22 

contrasting viewpoints and values may be shared.  23 

Please be considerate to each speaker and refrain 24 

from any interruptions.  25 
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  The EIR team is here to listen to and 1 

receive your comments and information and not to 2 

discuss or debate your views with you.  This is 3 

not a question and answer session, although we 4 

may ask you questions for points of 5 

clarification. 6 

  Speakers will be limited to two minutes 7 

each.  If you have more information to share than 8 

time will allow, please consider your verbal 9 

comments as a summary of your principal points of 10 

view and supplement your statement with written 11 

comments.  You may use the comment form we’ve 12 

provided or submit any other written comments 13 

tonight -- here tonight in our information table 14 

or you may submit them to me by email or mail by 15 

November 12th.  My address is on the agenda. 16 

  Okay.  And we’re ready.  Oh, wait, no.  17 

We have more. 18 

  To ensure that a complete and accurate 19 

record of the meeting is made, please speak 20 

clearly.  And only one person speak at a time.  21 

For your convenience, we’ll keep track of time 22 

and advise you when your two minutes are up. 23 

  When you come to the microphone, please 24 

state your name and address.  If you’re 25 
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representing an organization, please indicate the 1 

group and your official capacity.  You may be 2 

asked to spell your name for the benefit of our 3 

court reporter. 4 

  Please refrain from making any comments 5 

concerning the design and merits of the project, 6 

but instead direct your remarks to the scope and 7 

focus of the EIR.  Your comments will help us 8 

identify significant environmental issues, 9 

determine the appropriate depth of analysis for 10 

each issue, and identify reasonable project 11 

alternatives. 12 

  Now it’s time for our first speaker. 13 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  All right.  Our first 14 

speaker is Jon Winston, followed by Stephen or 15 

Stephen Martin Pinto, and then Theodore Randolph. 16 

  MR. WINSTON:  Hi.  I’m Jon Winston, 17 

Sunnyside Neighborhood.  I am the Chair of the 18 

CAC.  And at each meeting of the CAC, we hear 19 

comments, sometimes contradictory comments, about 20 

parking and congestion.  Some people want to be 21 

able -- people want to be able to move around in 22 

the streets, whether they drive, bike or walk or 23 

take transit.  And they’re worried about whether 24 

students and faculty will park in the -- where 25 
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they’ll park in the absence of the lower 1 

reservoir parking lot. 2 

  To address this, the CAC’s principles and 3 

parameters call for an overall .5-to-1 parking 4 

ratio in an unbundled parking structure to be 5 

shared during the off-peak hours with CCSF 6 

students and faculty.  This is in keeping with 7 

managing the number of vehicle trips from the 8 

reservoir residents.  The 750 spot -- public 9 

parking spots are mentioned in the developers 10 

preferred option, is in addition to the 11 

residential parking and is based on current peak 12 

demand for CCSF students and staff, at least 13 

that’s my perception of it.   14 

  Since the NOP includes a Transportation 15 

Demand Management Program, that number, I 16 

believe, should be elastic, depending on the 17 

various physical and programmatic measures that 18 

would reduce vehicle trips, and therefore the 19 

demand for parking.  In fact, reducing that 20 

number would, itself, be a TDM measure. 21 

  So I’m asking that the TDM be put 22 

together in such a way as to include City College 23 

and the surrounding communities and not just the 24 

reservoir by itself, and that it be integrated 25 
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into the parking demand estimate when preparing 1 

the EIR.  2 

  And it’s good to see that the project is 3 

moving along and I’m looking forward to seeing 4 

progress.  Thank you. 5 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  All right.  Next up, 6 

Stephen or Stephen Martin Pinto. 7 

  MR. PINTO:  Steve Martin Pinto, Sunnyside 8 

Neighborhood Association, President. 9 

  I’d like to ask that the EIR consider 10 

ridesharing companies, such as Uber and Lyft, and 11 

their impact on the traffic in the development 12 

area.   13 

  The new residents, although they may not 14 

own cars to the extent that people normally do, 15 

does not mean that they won’t use cars.  In fact, 16 

there’s more car miles being driven now than ever 17 

in SF.  It’s plain to see in the traffic, from 18 

the increase in traffic that we’ve seen, how much 19 

traffic has increased.  In fact, a study was done 20 

last year; up to six percent of all car miles 21 

driven in SF are from rideshare companies. 22 

  Traffic is currently bad.  Add to this 23 

another couple another thousand residents that 24 

are brought on by this project and traffic will 25 
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almost certainly get worse. So I ask that the EIR 1 

consider these ridesharing companies and their 2 

impact on the environment. 3 

  As another point, I’d like to actually 4 

add considerations on the fire safety aspect of 5 

this development project.  I’m also a firefighter 6 

for the city. I’m not speaking here on behalf of 7 

them but I’m just saying that the impact to 8 

response times by fire engines and ambulances 9 

must be considered with this project and how that 10 

will affect response times. 11 

  Thank you. 12 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you.  13 

  The next three, and forgive me if I’m 14 

pronouncing people’s names wrong, Theodore 15 

Randolph, Wynd Kaufmyn and Paul Anderson. 16 

  MR. T. RANDOLPH:  Hello.  Hello, I’m 17 

Theodore Randolph and a resident of Excelsior.  18 

And we are in a severe housing supply shortage in 19 

this region, so I think the numbers that you’re 20 

considering -- are proposing to consider are way 21 

too few.  The 1,500 units should be the 22 

developers option, and more housing option should 23 

be more like 5,000. 24 

  And there should be -- the .5 parking is 25 
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supposed to be a maximum.  It shouldn’t be a 1 

minimum.  When we have more parking, then that 2 

means we need more traffic for all the cars to 3 

come in and out. 4 

  So as we -- as our environmental 5 

regulations gradually become better and we move 6 

towards electric cars, when congestion doesn’t 7 

impact the air quality quite as much as it has 8 

historically impacted, but we should still  9 

have -- try to have fewer cars for the sake of -- 10 

for the sake of traffic, people being able to 11 

move around smoothly. 12 

  And even with a proposal with 5,000 units 13 

here, that is not -- that is not really trying 14 

solving the housing crisis in the city.  So if we 15 

have -- if we build like -- we would have to 16 

build like 10,000 units in the southern 17 

neighborhoods, maybe 20,000 in the -- closer to 18 

downtown and Telegraph Hill, 30,000 in Richmond 19 

district, 40,000 in Sunset, and several million 20 

in the rest of the Bay Area, then -- and take 21 

less than ten years to do it, then we might 22 

actually solve the -- or substantially treat the 23 

housing supply shortage. 24 

  So I strongly encourage you, more housing 25 
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and less parking. 1 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you.  2 

  Wynd Kaufmyn.  And that’s what you’re 3 

going to hear if your two minutes is up. 4 

  MS. KAUFMYN:  Thank you.  You did 5 

pronounce my name correctly. 6 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Oh, all right. 7 

  MS. KAUFMYN:  Wynd Kaufmyn here. 8 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Great. 9 

  MS. KAUFMYN:  I am a City College 10 

instructor.  I’ve been there for 32 years.  I’m 11 

also the vice -- currently the Vice President of 12 

AFT 2121, but my comments are my own. 13 

  The surrounding environment is -- the 14 

most dominant feature is City College of San 15 

Francisco.  It is one of the most important 16 

institutions in San Francisco.  And I am very 17 

concerned that this project is going to have very 18 

adverse impacts on City College. 19 

  You know, of course, we all want to go to 20 

a car-free future.  We will need to do that, but 21 

we’re not there yet.  The parking, if we take it 22 

away from students, it will limit their access to 23 

education.  Before we do that, we have to ensure 24 

that there are viable transportation 25 
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alternatives.  Right now, there aren’t.  It is a 1 

transportation hub, we’ve got Muni, we’ve got 2 

BART, but the services of these -- of this 3 

transportation is not optimal at all. 4 

  With increased density and, you know, 5 

people living in the area, as the previous 6 

speaker said, we will have increased Uber and 7 

Lyft cars around.  The congestion is going to be 8 

a lot worse.  It’s going to severely impact the 9 

whole quality of life in the area. 10 

  I also want to mention that the 11 

Performing Arts Center, which is slated to be 12 

started pretty soon, hopefully, that cannot be 13 

adversely affected.  You know, that needs to be 14 

considered in the planning for this Balboa 15 

Reservoir.  To take away the staging, the 16 

potential staging area for it is going to be -- 17 

adversely affect that construction, and that 18 

needs to be built now. 19 

  I also just want to mention that, yes, we 20 

need housing in San Francisco, but to build -- to 21 

have a private developer build on public land is 22 

outrageous. 23 

  Thank you. 24 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 25 
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  Next up we have Paul Anderson, followed 1 

by Robert Hall and Rita Evans. 2 

  MR. ANDERSON:  So good evening.  My name 3 

is Paul Anderson.  I live with my wife and son in 4 

Monterey Heights, so we’re about one mile from 5 

this project. 6 

  And I just want to echo the comments of 7 

Mr. Randolph earlier, that we are in the midst of 8 

a major housing crisis, that our need for housing 9 

has increased substantially in the decade since 10 

the EIR was done.  And so I strongly endorse the 11 

idea of making -- taking as much advantage of 12 

this site and location as possible to maximize 13 

the amount of housing. 14 

  So thank you. 15 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 16 

  Robert Hall, and then Rita Evans. 17 

  MR. HALL:  Hi.  I’d like to ask the -- in 18 

the EIR, that you actually consider the actual 19 

environment.  I noticed on my walk around the 20 

reservoir that there’s lots of habitat there 21 

that’s been there for years.  And there’s a 22 

breeding community of White-crowned Sparrows that 23 

use the scrub habitat, the coyote brush, 24 

baccharis.  And every spring these birds breed 25 
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here.  And I hope you hire a naturalist to count 1 

what’s there before you start impacting the 2 

environment. 3 

  The city passed a Biodiversity Resolution 4 

last year.  The Board of Supervisors signed off 5 

on it.  And you have to enhance habitat, that’s 6 

just part of the rules now. 7 

  And on September 7th, Jerry Brown also 8 

passed a Biodiversity Resolution in the state.  9 

The climate has -- climate impacts has put 10 

wildlife under tremendous impacts. And I ask that 11 

you, before you start destroying stuff, that you 12 

consider some mitigation for the animals. 13 

  Thanks. 14 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 15 

  Rita Evans, and then Zach, and I’m not 16 

seeing the last name, it starts with an S, and 17 

then Christine Hanson. 18 

  MS. EVANS:  My name is Rita Evans and I 19 

live on Judson Avenue.   20 

  I had taken a look at the developer’s 21 

proposed base option and variants.  And I’d like 22 

to request an additional variant be considered, 23 

one that would indeed allow vehicular, bike and 24 

pedestrian access via San Ramon Way. 25 
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  We understand that increased traffic is 1 

inevitable with a project of this size.  But in 2 

the interest of fairness the burden of dealing 3 

with the project’s impact must be shared by the 4 

surrounding neighborhoods.  No neighborhood 5 

deserves special treatment in being shielded from 6 

those impacts.  By not considering vehicular 7 

access via the San Ramon Way paseo, the EIR will 8 

fail to weigh the benefits and drawbacks of this 9 

access point to the west of the project.  10 

Residents of Sunnyside and those living south of 11 

Ocean Avenue will be forced to assume an 12 

additional traffic burden, while Westwood Park is 13 

protected. 14 

  Variant three assumes no pedestrian or 15 

bike access from San Ramon Way.  In the interest 16 

of fairness, again, how can this scenario even be 17 

considered?  What current best practice in 18 

planning promotes the idea of walling off one 19 

neighborhood from the one next to it?  How does 20 

this benefit anyone, other than a small number of 21 

Westwood Park residents?  How does this promote 22 

the idea of complete streets and better 23 

neighborhoods?  What sort of paseo allows for no 24 

passage? 25 



 

 

22 
California Reporting, LLC 

(510) 313-0610 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 1 

  Next up, Zach, followed by Christine 2 

Hanson and Ken with a C. 3 

  MR. SUBIN:  Hi.  My name is Zach Subin.  4 

I’m a homeowner, like a 15-minute walk up the 5 

hill from here.  And I only can afford to live 6 

here because I have a generous mother-in-law.  7 

And most of my friends are not in that category. 8 

  We are, as has been mentioned, in the 9 

midst of a housing crisis and an environment 10 

crisis with car dependence being the chief cause 11 

of global warming emissions by Californians.  And 12 

I think we should study the possibility of 13 

including as many units of housing as possible at 14 

this site.  I’m not sure what the exact number 15 

would be, but Malia Cohen suggested 5,000 units, 16 

so maybe that could be an upper bound. 17 

  I also want to emphasize that this is 18 

very close to a transit hub, as mentioned, and 19 

that there’s measures that can reduce car 20 

dependence by better linking the site with the 21 

existing transit.  And that adding parking to the 22 

site or, I guess, keeping parking high at the 23 

site will not lead to more use of transit, it 24 

will lead to less. 25 
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  And I also just want to kind of underline 1 

that, fundamentally, the fact that the California 2 

Environmental Quality Act is being used as a way 3 

to oppose dense urban housing and push 4 

development out into the suburbs is contrary to 5 

the spirit of the original legislation.  And I 6 

understand we can’t amend that tonight but I just 7 

want to introduce that into the record. 8 

  Thanks. 9 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 10 

  Christine Hanson, Ken with a C, and then 11 

Jennifer Heggie. 12 

  MS. HANSON:  On October 7th, 2013, three 13 

months after the accreditor threatened to close 14 

City College, the elected Board of Trustees at 15 

City College were removed by State Chancellor 16 

Brice Harris and replaced by a trustee.  The 17 

first outreach meeting for the public site’s 18 

portfolio project was held here.  Two meetings 19 

were held; one was in another district.  20 

  This is being described as the robust 21 

public input into the selection of this property 22 

at this particular time and finally answers 23 

questions asked numerous times at the Reservoir 24 

CAC as to how this property was chosen now. 25 
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  This project will cause secondary impacts 1 

upon City College.  Even though there is 2 

potential for building public parking, this lot 3 

will create more secondary impacts as struggling 4 

working-class City College students try to get 5 

from work to school on time and have to either 6 

rely on the school to pay increased parking 7 

costs, come up with the cash themselves, take a 8 

rideshare or Uber so they’re not late when 9 

they’re trying to get across town, and have that 10 

circle them around in the neighborhood and drop 11 

them off, that last choice of students, or they 12 

quit school.  That choice will also impact the 13 

school in that teachers and staff will lose their 14 

jobs. 15 

  The land is presently zoned P for public 16 

but in November 1991 a zoning change was 17 

attempted and beaten at the ballot box.  That 18 

seems as though it should not be a simple 19 

district change and, instead, this zoning change 20 

should be evaluated under CEQA.  That way you can 21 

ensure that feedback from important agencies, 22 

such as SFMTA, is included.  Because in the 23 

special use district that is being proposed to 24 

change the zoning, SFMTA is not included. 25 
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  Thank you. 1 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 2 

  Ken?  Is there a Ken here?  Oh.  Thank 3 

you, Ken. 4 

  And then Jennifer, Peggy and Yonathan 5 

Randolph. 6 

  MR. CRIZER:  This looks like a wonderful 7 

project. The units are ten times the density of 8 

the adjacent residential housing that is there.  9 

A half a parking place per unit?  Across the 10 

street is City College with its 40,000 students.  11 

  This piece of property has been on the 12 

ballot four times; three times it has been a 13 

similar shortsighted housing proposal.  This 14 

looks like a wonderful proposal. 15 

  Oh, now I see it’s nothing but a large 16 

pile of manure.  Holy cow, this stinks. 17 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  All right.  Thank you. 18 

 (Applause.) 19 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  If you wish to voice 20 

support, please just snap your fingers. 21 

  Next up is Jennifer Heggie.  And then the 22 

last speaker card I have is Yonathan Randolph.  23 

If there’s any more speaker cards, please let us 24 

know. 25 
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  MS. HEGGIE:  Hello.  I’m Jennifer Heggie.  1 

I’m asking you to study the impact to already 2 

significant congestion along Frida Kahlo Way, 3 

which is also Phelan Avenue, and Ocean Avenue, 4 

that a new residence with vehicles and the 5 

expected additional delivery vehicles and 6 

transportation network company rides that will be 7 

entering and exiting the Balboa Reservoir. 8 

  Also asking that you explore and study 9 

the following alternative areas for ingress to 10 

and egress from the Balboa Reservoir.  Sorry, I 11 

have a cough drop.  First, explore the adequacy 12 

of Lee Avenue between the Mercy and Avalon 13 

buildings as an exit from Balboa Reservoir to 14 

Ocean Avenue at high-use times of the day when 15 

Ocean Avenue is also likely to be backed up.  Lee 16 

is currently used for loading and unloading for 17 

Whole Foods, Amazon supplies, and is the only 18 

exit for vehicles from the Whole Foods parking 19 

lot. 20 

  Two, explore the adequacy of Lee Avenue 21 

as an entrance from Ocean Avenue into the Balboa 22 

Reservoir during traffic hours and when there’s 23 

an emergency that requires a response from the 24 

fire station at the corner of Ocean and Frida 25 
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Kahlo Way.  1 

  Three, study using San Ramon Avenue [sic] 2 

for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.  Study 3 

using the PUC road between the Ingleside Library 4 

and Avalon building for vehicles, bicycles and 5 

pedestrians. 6 

  And last, study increasing the number of 7 

lanes for vehicular traffic on Frida Kahlo Way, 8 

excuse me, from Judson to Ocean Avenue. 9 

  Also, I’ll ask -- like to ask you to 10 

determine how to reduce the impact of adding 11 

vehicles to Frida Kahlo Way from the Balboa 12 

Reservoir.  The Sunnyside Neighborhood is home to 13 

many commuters who use (indiscernible) to reach 14 

businesses difficult to reach by public transit.  15 

A number of blue-collar service businesses are 16 

run from Sunnyside home businesses that involve 17 

driving trucks and vans along Frida Kahlo Way to 18 

customer sites. 19 

  Thank you. 20 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you.  Jennifer, can 21 

I just ask a clarifying question quickly?  Are 22 

you going to submit those comments too? 23 

  MS. HEGGIE:  (Off mike.)  24 

(Indiscernible.)  25 
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  MR. WIETGREFE:  Okay.  All right.  Thank 1 

you. 2 

  Yonathan Randolph, and then David Tejeda 3 

and Corey Smith.  4 

  MR. Y. RANDOLPH:  Good evening.  I’m 5 

Yonathan Randolph. 6 

  I would like to request that the EIR 7 

study a wider range of housing units on the 8 

project.  I think the range of 1,000 to 1,550 is 9 

too small.  And there’s -- the city has lived to 10 

regret studying too small of a range in prior 11 

EIRs around the city in the very recent history, 12 

so please study a wider range.  And also, in 13 

particular, I think we should study thousands of 14 

units to see where the actual impacts come in 15 

from. 16 

  And please also study the impact of 17 

adding housing units but not parking or parking 18 

but not housing units, you know?  So they should 19 

be sort of disaggregated so that we can figure 20 

out, what is the actual impact of the housing 21 

versus the actual impact of adding traffic. 22 

  Thank you. 23 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you.   24 

  Next is David Tejeda, and then -- Tejeda. 25 
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  MR. TEJEDA:  Hi.  My name is David 1 

Tejeda.  I’m a long-time resident.  I’ve actually 2 

lived in the neighborhood since the last century. 3 

  I firmly believe that we can do this with 4 

existing public transportation.  However, we need 5 

more housing, we need more bike lanes, we need 6 

more pedestrian access. 7 

  Last year, I spent three months, I was  8 

in -- I had some leg surgery, and for three 9 

months I was not able to ride in a car.  I live 10 

at 124 Marston, which is actually about seven 11 

houses on the east side of City College.  And in 12 

those three months, I was able to get all over 13 

town.  I was able to get to job sites all over 14 

the Bay Area using the existing public 15 

transportation.  Yes, we need to improve more 16 

Muni lines.  We need the 43 to run a lot more 17 

often.  We need the K Ingleside to be more well 18 

organized and run better. 19 

  So I think we need to go forward.  We 20 

need to think that when we build more parking 21 

spaces, it’s just like putting more freeways in 22 

Los Angeles, it just fills up.  We eliminate 23 

parking or we deal with what’s going to happen, 24 

because one person in this meeting I’ve talked 25 
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about is that what happens ten years from now 1 

when we won’t need the parking, the parking will 2 

be used better for housing. 3 

  So more housing, less parking, and I hope 4 

that that’s what’s going to happen when we get 5 

this all done. 6 

  Thank you.  7 

  MS. POLING:  Thank you.  8 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 9 

  Corey Smith, followed by Harry Bernstein 10 

and Laura Fry. 11 

  MR. SMITH:  Thank you.  Corey Smith on 12 

behalf of the San Francisco Housing Action 13 

Coalition. 14 

  I’m certainly encouraging the EIR to 15 

cover as many possible homes as we can.  We’re 16 

seeing a situation right now, it was kind of 17 

referenced earlier, in the Central SOMA Plan 18 

where we wish we had studied the environmental 19 

impact of what more housing would have looked 20 

like.  And so now we have that moment in time 21 

right now and I just hope we don’t have to sit 22 

there, you know, a year from now, three years 23 

from now, five years from now, if this 24 

affordability and displacement crisis gets worse.  25 
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And we don’t want to sit there and go, goodness, 1 

I wish we could have provided more homes for 2 

people.  3 

  And the way that EIRs work, we’re just 4 

studying the entire range.  I know Board 5 

President Cohen actually literally did say in a 6 

hearing, 5,000 units.  Well, that just means we 7 

study it.  It doesn’t have any actual impact on 8 

what finally gets built here.  It’s just the 9 

range and gives us as much flexibility as 10 

possible.  And as mentioned by a number of folks, 11 

people are needing places to live.  So I 12 

wholeheartedly encourage the city to analyze as 13 

many homes as it possibly can. 14 

  Thank you.  15 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 16 

  Harry Bernstein.  And then the last 17 

speaker card I have is Laura Fry or Frey [sic], I 18 

think. 19 

  MR. BERNSTEIN:  Hello.  Harry Bernstein.  20 

I live in Merced Heights.  Just a couple topics, 21 

partly relating to other people’s comments. 22 

  I want to insist on the importance of 23 

retaining public land as public space.  We have a 24 

history of this misguided housing proposal for 25 
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203 units in 1985.  The city asked for $36,900 1 

for the approximately dozen acres, I think.  And 2 

that was shot down eventually by community 3 

opposition. 4 

  Two, there are assumptions made in 5 

starting this project back in, I guess, 2014.  It 6 

said that the best use of the land as housing.  7 

And this was asserted, rather than being a 8 

decision that was arrived at by a collaborative 9 

or inclusive and public process, and I think that 10 

needs to go back to the drawing board. 11 

  Three, someone mentioned about the 12 

ridesharing.  I also want to make sure that 13 

people look at the impact of all the delivery 14 

services that, whether it’s 3,000 or 5,000 people 15 

or proposals tonight has been for 5,000 units, so 16 

how many people would that be? 17 

  I also want to ask you to look in the 18 

question of water use.  Back in the ‘80s there 19 

were political considerations and members of the 20 

fire department leadership could not say that it 21 

was impractical and unsafe to have housing 22 

developed there.  23 

  Now on the west side there, to this day, 24 

there are attempts to go back and shore up water 25 
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for fire safety and water -- backup water supply.  1 

The Balboa Reservoir was a dry reservoir.  It 2 

never had even connections for water.  But at a 3 

potential of 150 million gallons, we may need 4 

that someday. 5 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you. 6 

  And then the last card I have is Laura. 7 

  MS. FRY:  Laura Fry, Westwood Park.   8 

  Just like people are asking for you to 9 

look at bigger numbers, I would ask that you 10 

would look at smaller numbers.  The assumption is 11 

that 1,100, of course, is going to be okay.  And 12 

maybe the EIR is going to show, of course, 1,100 13 

is not okay.  So smaller numbers should be looked 14 

at, too, to see exactly where the impact is going 15 

to happen because this a total residential area.  16 

And you are putting tremendously dense amounts of 17 

housing plopped in the middle of it.  So a 18 

smaller number than 1,100, like maybe the 500 19 

that was looked at ten years ago, that should be 20 

looked at, a smaller number. 21 

  Thank you.  22 

  MR. WIETGREFE:  Thank you.  Are there any 23 

other people here tonight wishing to speak?  24 

Okay. 25 
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  Jeanie, do you want to just conclude? 1 

  MS. POLING:  Thank you so much.  2 

Everybody has been so respectful in this 3 

contentious time.  It’s good to see that people 4 

know how to behave in San Francisco.  Thank you 5 

so much. 6 

  My final remarks.  This is the end of the 7 

public scoping meeting and I would like to remind 8 

you of a few points. 9 

  Your comments tonight and the ones we 10 

receive in writing will be carefully reviewed and 11 

reflected in the initial study and Draft EIR, as 12 

applicable.  We will not be preparing written 13 

responses to comments received during the scoping 14 

period.  You will also have an opportunity to 15 

provide additional input after we publish the 16 

Draft EIR and at the Planning Commission hearings 17 

on the Draft and Final EIR. 18 

  If you wish to further supplement 19 

tonight’s comments, please submit written 20 

comments to be -- to me by November 12th.  You 21 

should submit your comments to me at the address 22 

on the agenda. 23 

  If you have any questions or comments 24 

concerning the project, you can contact me by 25 
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email or by phone, 575-9072.  I’m sure I’m easy 1 

to look up, too. 2 

  That wraps it up.  Thank you for coming.  3 

And I really want to thank Lick-Wilmerding High 4 

School staff for allowing us to use their 5 

facilities. 6 

  Thank you.  Good night. 7 

 (The meeting concluded at 6:56 p.m.) 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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 24 

 25 
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REPORTER’S CERTIFICATE 

 

I do hereby certify that the testimony in 

the foregoing hearing was taken at the time and 

 place therein stated; that the testimony 

of said witnesses were reported by me, a 

certified electronic court reporter and a 

disinterested person, and was under my 

supervision thereafter transcribed into 

typewriting. 

And I further certify that I am not of 

counsel or attorney for either or any of the 

parties to said hearing nor in any way 

interested in the outcome of the cause named in 

said caption. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

hand this 9th day of November, 2018. 

 
 

 

PETER PETTY 

CER**D-493 

Notary Public  
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 CERTIFICATE OF TRANSCRIBER 

 

    I do hereby certify that the testimony 

   in the foregoing hearing was taken at the  

   time and place therein stated; that the  

   testimony of said witnesses were transcribed 

   by me, a certified transcriber and a   

   disinterested person, and was under my  

   supervision thereafter transcribed into  

   typewriting. 

                      And I further certify that I am not  

   of counsel or attorney for either or any of  

   the parties to said hearing nor in any way  

   interested in the outcome of the cause named  

   in said caption. 

    I certify that the foregoing is a  

   correct transcript, to the best of my  

   ability, from the electronic sound recording  

   of the proceedings in the above-entitled  

   matter. 

 

       November 9, 2018 

   MARTHA L. NELSON, CERT**367 

 

 

 



  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir
Date: Friday, October 05, 2018 1:50:13 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn sent out a message about an EIR scoping meeting that will talke place on
10/30/2018 at Lick Wilmerding.

Please help answer some questions for me:

1. Has a Notice of Preparation (NOP) been published for the 10/30 scoping meeting?
2. Has the Initial Study been done already or will it come out after scoping?  
3. Is the Initial Study being done by the Evironmental Planning Division Staff?
4. Community members had submitted much input regarding the Reservoir Project via the Balboa

Reservoir CAC.   Has the input from grassroots public been provided to you and the Environmental
Planning Division?  If not, what would be the best way to get true public input to you?

The Accela website https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
states:  "Documents available online do not represent the full administrative record.  To review the complete file for active records,
please contact the assigned planner." 

Please send me the "full administrative record" for the Reservoir Project.

Thank you for your help.

Alvin Ja 
546 Flood Ave.
SF 94112

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF


  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Response requested--Fw: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir
Date: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:58:28 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

Request response to my 10/5 email, below.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: "jeanie.poling@sfgov.org" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, October 5, 2018 1:49 PM
Subject: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir

Dear Ms. Poling,

Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn sent out a message about an EIR scoping meeting that will talke place on
10/30/2018 at Lick Wilmerding.

Please help answer some questions for me:

1. Has a Notice of Preparation (NOP) been published for the 10/30 scoping meeting?
2. Has the Initial Study been done already or will it come out after scoping?  
3. Is the Initial Study being done by the Evironmental Planning Division Staff?
4. Community members had submitted much input regarding the Reservoir Project via the Balboa

Reservoir CAC.   Has the input from grassroots public been provided to you and the Environmental
Planning Division?  If not, what would be the best way to get true public input to you?

The Accela website https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
states:  "Documents available online do not represent the full administrative record.  To review the complete file for active records,
please contact the assigned planner." 

Please send me the "full administrative record" for the Reservoir Project.

Thank you for your help.

Alvin Ja 
546 Flood Ave.
SF 94112

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF


  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: ajahjah
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: RE: Response requested--Fw: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir
Date: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 3:04:56 PM

Thank you for the response!

On 2018-10-09 15:00 , Poling, Jeanie (CPC) Wrote: 

Hello Mr. Ja,
 
I was out of the office Friday and Monday was a holiday. I will respond by 5:30 today. Thank you for your patience.
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: aj [mailto:ajahjah@att.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:58 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Response requested--Fw: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir
 

 

Dear Ms. Poling,
 
Request response to my 10/5 email, below.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja
 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: "jeanie.poling@sfgov.org" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, October 5, 2018 1:49 PM
Subject: 2018-007883ENV--Balboa Reservoir
 
Dear Ms. Poling,
 
Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn sent out a message about an EIR scoping meeting that will talke place on
10/30/2018 at Lick Wilmerding.
 
Please help answer some questions for me:
 

1.  Has a Notice of Preparation (NOP) been published for the 10/30 scoping meeting?

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


2.  Has the Initial Study been done already or will it come out after scoping?  
3.  Is the Initial Study being done by the Evironmental Planning Division Staff?
4.  Community members had submitted much input regarding the Reservoir Project via the Balboa

Reservoir CAC.   Has the input from grassroots public been provided to you and the Environmental
Planning Division?  If not, what would be the best way to get true public input to you?

 
The Accela website https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
states:  "Documents available online do not represent the full administrative record.  To review the complete
file for active records, please contact the assigned planner." 
 
Please send me the "full administrative record" for the Reservoir Project.
 
Thank you for your help.
 
Alvin Ja 
546 Flood Ave.
SF 94112
 
 

https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=18CAP&capID2=00000&capID3=00632&agencyCode=CCSF


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: For Balboa Reservoir scoping--Fw: Written comment on Reservoir Open Space
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 3:23:59 AM
Attachments: 2018-6-19 WRITTEN COMMENT ON BALBOA RESERVOIR OPEN SPACE.pdf

2017-10-25 updated version-- UNADDRESSED FLAWS IN BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT.docx

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

Thank you very much for your response.

You stated:  " I understand that input from the CAC has been considered in the development of the
project."

The reality of the CAC process was that it was essentially a top-down "public
engagement process" orchestrated, controlled and dictated from above.  It was never
an open-ended process in which grassroots community members were allowed
substantive input.

To begin providing you with unfiltered input, I will share a 6/19/2018 submission to
BRCAC, below.  More input that had previously been submitted to City Staff (Planning
Dept- OEWD- PUC)/BRCAC will be forthcoming.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: "balboareservoir@gmail.com" <balboareservoir@gmail.com>; BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>;
Donna Hood <dhood@sfwater.org>; 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 8:54 PM
Subject: Written comment on Reservoir Open Space

PUC, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, BRCAC, Reservoir Community
Partners, LLC:

Attached is comment on Balboa Reservoir Open Space, solicited by Reservoir
Community Partners, LLC for 6/23/2018 meeting.

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org



WRITTEN COMMENT ON BALBOA RESERVOIR OPEN SPACE 


 


The fundamental issue of privatization of public assets has never been addressed throughout the 


Reservoir Project’s public engagement process. 


The PUC Reservoir parcel 3180 is zoned as a P (Public) District according to the Planning Code.  The use 


of this “P” parcel for private ownership is not allowed under the Planning Code. 


The Planning Code further requires that: 


If the accessory nonpublic use is located on a lot with an OS Height and Bulk designation 


per Section 290 of this Code, it shall occupy a de minimis amount of space so that it does 


not detract from the lot's principal or exclusive purpose as open space. In no case may 


accessory nonpublic uses occupy more than 1/3 of the total lot area occupied by the 


principle use; 
 


Also, being adjacent to the Westwood Park Residential Character District, the Planning Code 


furthermore requires that:  


 If the accessory nonpublic use is located within 1/4 mile of a Restricted Use Subdistrict 


listed in Article 2 or 7, then no use prohibited in such Subdistrict may be permitted as an 


accessory nonpublic use; 
 


I expect that the Reservoir Project intends to rezone the PUC Reservoir from public “P” zoning and for 


removal of the 40-X height limit zoning to a substantially higher bulk-height zoning.  The Planning 


Commission and Board of Supervisors should not allow this.  Planning Commission and Board of 


Supervisors should not be facilitating the privatization of public property. 


The Balboa Park Station Area Plan has been used to justify the development of the Reservoir by 


Reservoir Community Partner, LLC.   However, the citation of the BPS Area Plan has been selective and 


distorted.  From my submission entitled “Unaddressed Flaws in Balboa Reservoir Project” (attached), I 


had written the following which relates to the BPS Area Plan’s call to consider Housing and Open Space: 


 
10. Best use of PUC Reservoir:  
Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 1.3.2 
Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as 
for the surrounding neighborhoods."  


City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing (without mandating 
compliance with the intent of State and City Public Lands laws regarding legally-defined 
Affordable Housing).  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27290%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_290

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Article%202%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Article2

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Article%207%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Article7





using the west basin for educational purposes would be the 
"greatest benefit."  


11. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir  
 
Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for 
housing on the Reservoir. This is inaccurate. The BPS Area Plan actually used the term 
"consider." It called for housing to be considered. It was not a mandate. In addition to housing, 
there was something else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered: OPEN SPACE.  
The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the 
Open Space Element.  
The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as 
open space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Area Plan has been ignored.  
 


 
 


 


And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be 


considered for the Reservoir. Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS 


Area Plan, the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration. 


 


I took an Anthropology class that was taught on the 3rd floor of the Science Building in Fall 2017.  From 


the classroom, we were able to take in the view of the Pacific Ocean out to the Farallon Islands.   This 


view will be lost with the high-density Reservoir development. 







Avalon-Bridge’s plan to offer 4 acres of open space out of the Reservoir’s 17.4 fails to address the 


Reservoir Project’s impact on the existing neighborhood character, context and setting. 


 


 


CALL FOR RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS,LLC, OEWD, PLANNING DEPT, and PUC TO DESIST IN THE 


MISREPRENTATION OF “50% AFFORDABLE” 


The Reservoir Project has been able to gain traction because of the deceptive marketing of “50% 


affordable.”  The fact is that the Reservoir Project’s own Development Overview provides only for: 


 50% (550 units) market-rate; 


 18% (198 units) low-income (80% AMI-- $64,500) 


 15% (165 units) moderate-income (120% AMI-- $97,000) 


 HYPOTHETICAL (not funded or planned by the private developer) “additional affordable” 


middle-income (150 AMI-- $121,000) 


SINCE RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY TO ACTUALIZE THE 17% 


“ADDITIONAL AFFORDABLE” (for those of up to $121,000 annual income), the deceptive 


misrepresentation of “50% affordable” needs to be corrected.  “50% affordable” is fundamentally 


deceptive advertising. 


 


Submitted by: 


Alvin Ja 


Sunnyside resident,   City College stakeholder   June 19, 2018 






UNADDRESSED FLAWS IN BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT (updated 10-25-2017)

The Balboa Reservoir Project has been presented to the community essentially as a done-deal.   It has been justified by referencing the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Public Land for Housing Program.

However, there has been no fact or evidence-based analysis of the assumptions and premises involved in the Reservoir Project’s so-called affordable housing.   The Project has been framed as an affordable housing effort;  it has also been framed as providing affordable housing “in perpetuity.”   Yet when deeper analysis is made, only 33% of the housing on public land will be legally-defined Affordable Housing.  When you read the fine print, “in perpetuity” only means “for the useful life of the buildings.”

Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for using the Reservoir for the “best benefit of the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.”  Yet the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to assess the relative harms and benefits of the proposed housing development versus the educational needs of the city and the Bay Area.  As envisioned, the Reservoir Project will harm City College of San Francisco which serves the broadest public interest and benefit to the entire Bay Area. 

During the course of the public engagement process, much input has been provided to the City Team regarding flaws in the Reservoir Project.  However, fundamental questions and concerns regarding the validity of the Project have not been addressed.

Here is an updated digest of critiques have remained unaddressed by the City Team.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  PUBLIC LAND FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD

1. Public land should be used for the public good.

2. Affordable housing for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people contributes to the public good.

3. The California State Surplus Land Statute and the City’s Surplus City Property/Public Lands Ordinance were set up to help address housing targeted for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people.

4. The intent of both State and City laws were not meant to subsidize high-cost housing.

5. As defined by law, “Affordable Housing” covers moderate-income housing going up to 120% Area Median Income only.

6. Balboa Reservoir Project only requires that 33% of the BR housing to be legally-defined “Affordable Housing.”  The remaining 67% of housing falls outside the bounds of the original intent of State and City targets of Affordable Housing--as defined by State law--for low-income, and moderate-income people.

7. The result of this 33% Affordable Housing/67% non-Affordable Housing ratio is that public land will be transferred to private interests/higher income owners in the guise of “Affordable Housing.”  

8. Using 33% “Affordable Housing” to subsidize the 67% high-cost housing is contrary to the intent of the original legislation.

9.  Distorted meaning of “in perpetuity”:   Affordable units are supposedly going to be deed-restricted "in perpetuity."  Yet, contrary to the normal meaning of "in perpetuity", the City/RFQ defines it as follows:  "The project’s affordable housing units must remain affordable in perpetuity (i.e. throughout the useful lives of the buildings in which those units are located), ..."  What this really means is that after 55-75 years,  or even sooner--depending on how the developer defines "useful life"-- even the 33% Affordable will no longer be in existence.  The entire Reservoir property will be owned free and clear by private interests with no requirements for affordability:  It's the pot at the end of the rainbow for private interests that are willing to make a short-term sacrifice in exchange for a long-term bonanza.



10. Best use of PUC Reservoir:

Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 1.3.2   Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods." 

· There has never been any discussion about what constitutes "greatest benefit."  The City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing (without mandating compliance with the intent of State and City Public Lands laws regarding legally-defined Affordable Housing).  

· It can be legitimately argued that using the west basin for educational purposes would be the "greatest benefit."  

11. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir



Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for housing on the Reservoir.  This is inaccurate.  The BPS Area Plan actually used the term "consider."   It called for housing to be considered.  It was not a mandate.  In addition to housing, there was something else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered:  OPEN SPACE.



The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the Open Space Element.



The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as open space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Are Plan has been ignored.













And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be considered for the Reservoir.  Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS Area Plan, the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration.  



CEQA CONSIDERATIONS   

1. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts caused by a project.

2. City College is a critical public service that serves the entire Bay Area.  CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural feature of the Reservoir vicinity.  However the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to acknowledge CCSF’s primacy.

3. Housing on Balboa Reservoir is a component of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, based on an Initial Study conducted in 2006, referenced in the BPS Final EIR.  

4. The proposal of 425-500 units in the Reservoir was arbitrary.  There was no documentation, evidence, or argumentation presented to support the proposal for 425-500 units in the 2006 BPS Initial Study/BPS Final EIR/BPS Area Plan.

5. The BPS Area Plan, Final EIR/Initial Study determined that, on the BPS Program-Level, that there would be no significant impact to school facilities.

6. The BR Project’s 2014 AECOM Study incorrectly extended the Program-Level determination of non-significance to the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Plan-Level.  This has caused the BR Project to ignore adverse impacts that the Project will have on City College and neighboring schools.  

7. The City Team has refused to acknowledge the reality that the use of the Reservoir for student parking is an existing public benefit.  It is a benefit that helps provide access to quality education.

8. Instead, the Balboa Park Station Area Plan mischaracterizes the Reservoir as simply being an “unpleasant void in the neighborhood ” despite the reality that it serves an important and needed public purpose for students.

9. The Balboa Reservoir Project can be characterized as constituting an eviction of an important Bay Area-wide public service--City College.  A public good is being eliminated for the benefit of private developer interests.

10. The City Team operates on the unfounded assumption that housing on the Reservoir is of higher importance than the importance of City College to the community.

· The City Team shifts the burden of mitigation of impending adverse impacts of the Project onto the surrounding neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders.   It addresses the BR Project’s adverse impacts by calling for the impactees to bear the burden by practicing TDM (“reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents”) and requesting Residential  Permit Parking.

11. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  It’s cheaper to keep it as-is.

12. Eviction of CCSF from western Reservoir will harm student access to education.

13.  The State Surplus Property Statute (Govt Code 54220) targets use of housing for those of “low” or “moderate” income (up to 120% of Area AMI).   It was under this concept that San Francisco’s Public Lands for Housing Program was originally formulated.  The idea was for surplus public property to be used for the public good to create Affordable Housing (120% AMI).

14. “Affordable Housing” is legally defined as up to 120% AMI (Administrative Code 23.A.4)  The Principles & Parameters only requires 33% to be legally-defined Affordable Housing.

15. In reality 67% will be unaffordable housing.  Although the City Team presents the Project as market-rate housing subsidizing affordable housing, this is an inversion of reality.  In reality, the 33% affordable housing is cover for the reality that this transfer of public property will benefit private interests at the expense of the public.  The reality is that the 33% “affordable housing” will be subsidizing private interests.



PUC LAND USE POLICY 

1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own “Framework for Land Use and Management.” 

2. From the PUC website:  By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate assets under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction.

3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if:  “Use of the land sold will not result in creating a nuisance.”

4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land Management Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,”  The City Team has dismissed the importance of this policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and procedures that apply to the project.”    [ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss the SFPUC Land Use Framework?”  ]   



Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question.  The real question was whether or not the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on “Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is “named.”

PARKING vs. TDM

1. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  If construction cost is the consideration, then the best option is to leave the western Reservoir as-is.

2. TDM is the third component of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program.  TDM requires new developments to provide on-site amenities that prioritize sustainable alternatives to driving.

3. The Balboa Reservoir Project will not exist in isolation from the surrounding neighborhoods.  The TDM outcomes within the boundaries of the Project itself will probably be highly successful.  However, BR Project’s internal TDM success will come at the expense of the surrounding neighborhoods when BR residents park their privately-owned vehicles and drive their privately-owned vehicles  outside the Resrvoir Project’s own boundaries.

4. FROM EARLIER SUBMISSION TO CAC REGARDING TDM:

· Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to SFCTA documentation:

· The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents. 

· PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS

The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the outcomes for new transportation investments.

            

·  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa Reservoir and neighborhoodsas consistent with emerging TDM policy.    



Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit.



· Fatuous TDM arguments:

· "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If you build it........they will come."

· In earlier submissions I had written:  

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is neither an appropriate nor realistic solution.



BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself.

                    

Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the desired destination.   


Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise.

      

Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project.



· "Spillover [parking] from City College"

· Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student needs. 

        

Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of student parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir Project needs to take responsibility for replacing lost student parking.



--aj
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WRITTEN COMMENT ON BALBOA RESERVOIR OPEN SPACE 

 

The fundamental issue of privatization of public assets has never been addressed throughout the 

Reservoir Project’s public engagement process. 

The PUC Reservoir parcel 3180 is zoned as a P (Public) District according to the Planning Code.  The use 

of this “P” parcel for private ownership is not allowed under the Planning Code. 

The Planning Code further requires that: 

If the accessory nonpublic use is located on a lot with an OS Height and Bulk designation 

per Section 290 of this Code, it shall occupy a de minimis amount of space so that it does 

not detract from the lot's principal or exclusive purpose as open space. In no case may 

accessory nonpublic uses occupy more than 1/3 of the total lot area occupied by the 

principle use; 
 

Also, being adjacent to the Westwood Park Residential Character District, the Planning Code 

furthermore requires that:  

 If the accessory nonpublic use is located within 1/4 mile of a Restricted Use Subdistrict 

listed in Article 2 or 7, then no use prohibited in such Subdistrict may be permitted as an 

accessory nonpublic use; 
 

I expect that the Reservoir Project intends to rezone the PUC Reservoir from public “P” zoning and for 

removal of the 40-X height limit zoning to a substantially higher bulk-height zoning.  The Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors should not allow this.  Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors should not be facilitating the privatization of public property. 

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan has been used to justify the development of the Reservoir by 

Reservoir Community Partner, LLC.   However, the citation of the BPS Area Plan has been selective and 

distorted.  From my submission entitled “Unaddressed Flaws in Balboa Reservoir Project” (attached), I 

had written the following which relates to the BPS Area Plan’s call to consider Housing and Open Space: 

 
10. Best use of PUC Reservoir:  
Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 1.3.2 
Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as 
for the surrounding neighborhoods."  

City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing (without mandating 
compliance with the intent of State and City Public Lands laws regarding legally-defined 
Affordable Housing).  

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27290%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_290
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Article%202%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Article2
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Article%207%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Article7


using the west basin for educational purposes would be the 
"greatest benefit."  

11. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir  
 
Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for 
housing on the Reservoir. This is inaccurate. The BPS Area Plan actually used the term 
"consider." It called for housing to be considered. It was not a mandate. In addition to housing, 
there was something else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered: OPEN SPACE.  
The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the 
Open Space Element.  
The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as 
open space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Area Plan has been ignored.  
 

 
 

 

And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be 

considered for the Reservoir. Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS 

Area Plan, the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration. 

 

I took an Anthropology class that was taught on the 3rd floor of the Science Building in Fall 2017.  From 

the classroom, we were able to take in the view of the Pacific Ocean out to the Farallon Islands.   This 

view will be lost with the high-density Reservoir development. 



Avalon-Bridge’s plan to offer 4 acres of open space out of the Reservoir’s 17.4 fails to address the 

Reservoir Project’s impact on the existing neighborhood character, context and setting. 

 

 

CALL FOR RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS,LLC, OEWD, PLANNING DEPT, and PUC TO DESIST IN THE 

MISREPRENTATION OF “50% AFFORDABLE” 

The Reservoir Project has been able to gain traction because of the deceptive marketing of “50% 

affordable.”  The fact is that the Reservoir Project’s own Development Overview provides only for: 

 50% (550 units) market-rate; 

 18% (198 units) low-income (80% AMI-- $64,500) 

 15% (165 units) moderate-income (120% AMI-- $97,000) 

 HYPOTHETICAL (not funded or planned by the private developer) “additional affordable” 

middle-income (150 AMI-- $121,000) 

SINCE RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY TO ACTUALIZE THE 17% 

“ADDITIONAL AFFORDABLE” (for those of up to $121,000 annual income), the deceptive 

misrepresentation of “50% affordable” needs to be corrected.  “50% affordable” is fundamentally 

deceptive advertising. 

 

Submitted by: 

Alvin Ja 

Sunnyside resident,   City College stakeholder   June 19, 2018 
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UNADDRESSED FLAWS IN BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT (updated 10-25-2017) 

The Balboa Reservoir Project has been presented to the community essentially as a done-deal.   It has 
been justified by referencing the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Public Land for Housing Program. 

However, there has been no fact or evidence-based analysis of the assumptions and premises involved 
in the Reservoir Project’s so-called affordable housing.   The Project has been framed as an affordable 
housing effort;  it has also been framed as providing affordable housing “in perpetuity.”   Yet when 
deeper analysis is made, only 33% of the housing on public land will be legally-defined Affordable 
Housing.  When you read the fine print, “in perpetuity” only means “for the useful life of the buildings.” 

Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for using the Reservoir for the “best benefit of 
the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.”  Yet the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to 
assess the relative harms and benefits of the proposed housing development versus the educational 
needs of the city and the Bay Area.  As envisioned, the Reservoir Project will harm City College of San 
Francisco which serves the broadest public interest and benefit to the entire Bay Area.  

During the course of the public engagement process, much input has been provided to the City Team 
regarding flaws in the Reservoir Project.  However, fundamental questions and concerns regarding the 
validity of the Project have not been addressed. 

Here is an updated digest of critiques have remained unaddressed by the City Team. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  PUBLIC LAND FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD 

1. Public land should be used for the public good. 
2. Affordable housing for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people contributes to the 

public good. 
3. The California State Surplus Land Statute and the City’s Surplus City Property/Public Lands 

Ordinance were set up to help address housing targeted for homeless, low-income and moderate-
income people. 

4. The intent of both State and City laws were not meant to subsidize high-cost housing. 
5. As defined by law, “Affordable Housing” covers moderate-income housing going up to 120% Area 

Median Income only. 
6. Balboa Reservoir Project only requires that 33% of the BR housing to be legally-defined “Affordable 

Housing.”  The remaining 67% of housing falls outside the bounds of the original intent of State and 
City targets of Affordable Housing--as defined by State law--for low-income, and moderate-income 
people. 

7. The result of this 33% Affordable Housing/67% non-Affordable Housing ratio is that public land will 
be transferred to private interests/higher income owners in the guise of “Affordable Housing.”   

8. Using 33% “Affordable Housing” to subsidize the 67% high-cost housing is contrary to the intent of 
the original legislation. 

9.  Distorted meaning of “in perpetuity”:   Affordable units are supposedly going to be deed-restricted 
"in perpetuity."  Yet, contrary to the normal meaning of "in perpetuity", the City/RFQ defines it as 
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follows:  "The project’s affordable housing units must remain affordable in perpetuity (i.e. 
throughout the useful lives of the buildings in which those units are located), ..."  What this really 
means is that after 55-75 years,  or even sooner--depending on how the developer defines "useful 
life"-- even the 33% Affordable will no longer be in existence.  The entire Reservoir property will be 
owned free and clear by private interests with no requirements for affordability:  It's the pot at the 
end of the rainbow for private interests that are willing to make a short-term sacrifice in exchange 
for a long-term bonanza. 

 
10. Best use of PUC Reservoir: 

Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 
1.3.2   Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole 
as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods."  

• There has never been any discussion about what constitutes "greatest benefit."  The 
City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing (without mandating 
compliance with the intent of State and City Public Lands laws regarding legally-defined 
Affordable Housing).   

• It can be legitimately argued that using the west basin for educational purposes would 
be the "greatest benefit."   

11. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir 
 

Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for housing 
on the Reservoir.  This is inaccurate.  The BPS Area Plan actually used the term "consider."   It called 
for housing to be considered.  It was not a mandate.  In addition to housing, there was something 
else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered:  OPEN SPACE. 
 
The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the Open 
Space Element. 
 
The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as open 
space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Are Plan has been ignored. 
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And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be 
considered for the Reservoir.  Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS Area Plan, 
the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration.   

 
CEQA CONSIDERATIONS    

1. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts 
caused by a project. 

2. City College is a critical public service that serves the entire Bay Area.  CCSF is the central 
economic, educational and cultural feature of the Reservoir vicinity.  However the Balboa 
Reservoir Project has failed to acknowledge CCSF’s primacy. 

3. Housing on Balboa Reservoir is a component of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, based on an 
Initial Study conducted in 2006, referenced in the BPS Final EIR.   

4. The proposal of 425-500 units in the Reservoir was arbitrary.  There was no documentation, 
evidence, or argumentation presented to support the proposal for 425-500 units in the 2006 
BPS Initial Study/BPS Final EIR/BPS Area Plan. 

5. The BPS Area Plan, Final EIR/Initial Study determined that, on the BPS Program-Level, that there 
would be no significant impact to school facilities. 
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6. The BR Project’s 2014 AECOM Study incorrectly extended the Program-Level determination of 
non-significance to the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Plan-Level.  This has caused the BR Project to 
ignore adverse impacts that the Project will have on City College and neighboring schools.   

7. The City Team has refused to acknowledge the reality that the use of the Reservoir for student 
parking is an existing public benefit.  It is a benefit that helps provide access to quality education. 

8. Instead, the Balboa Park Station Area Plan mischaracterizes the Reservoir as simply being an 
“unpleasant void in the neighborhood ” despite the reality that it serves an important and 
needed public purpose for students. 

9. The Balboa Reservoir Project can be characterized as constituting an eviction of an important 
Bay Area-wide public service--City College.  A public good is being eliminated for the benefit of 
private developer interests. 

10. The City Team operates on the unfounded assumption that housing on the Reservoir is of higher 
importance than the importance of City College to the community. 

• The City Team shifts the burden of mitigation of impending adverse impacts of 
the Project onto the surrounding neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders.   It 
addresses the BR Project’s adverse impacts by calling for the impactees to bear 
the burden by practicing TDM (“reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, 
faculty, students, and neighborhood residents”) and requesting Residential  Permit 
Parking. 

11. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left 
as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  It’s 
cheaper to keep it as-is. 

12. Eviction of CCSF from western Reservoir will harm student access to education. 
13.  The State Surplus Property Statute (Govt Code 54220) targets use of housing for those of “low” 

or “moderate” income (up to 120% of Area AMI).   It was under this concept that San Francisco’s 
Public Lands for Housing Program was originally formulated.  The idea was for surplus public 
property to be used for the public good to create Affordable Housing (120% AMI). 

14. “Affordable Housing” is legally defined as up to 120% AMI (Administrative Code 23.A.4)  The 
Principles & Parameters only requires 33% to be legally-defined Affordable Housing. 

15. In reality 67% will be unaffordable housing.  Although the City Team presents the Project as 
market-rate housing subsidizing affordable housing, this is an inversion of reality.  In reality, the 
33% affordable housing is cover for the reality that this transfer of public property will benefit 
private interests at the expense of the public.  The reality is that the 33% “affordable housing” 
will be subsidizing private interests. 
 

PUC LAND USE POLICY  

1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own 
“Framework for Land Use and Management.”  
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2. From the PUC website:  By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance 
the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate 
assets under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction. 

3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if:  “Use of the land sold will not result in 
creating a nuisance.” 

4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land Management 
Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,”  The City Team has dismissed the importance of this 
policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and 
procedures that apply to the project.”    [ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss 
the SFPUC Land Use Framework?”  ]    
 
Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question.  The real question was whether or not 
the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on 
“Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is 
“named.” 

PARKING vs. TDM 

1. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left 
as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  If 
construction cost is the consideration, then the best option is to leave the western Reservoir as-
is. 

2. TDM is the third component of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program.  TDM requires 
new developments to provide on-site amenities that prioritize sustainable alternatives to driving. 

3. The Balboa Reservoir Project will not exist in isolation from the surrounding neighborhoods.  
The TDM outcomes within the boundaries of the Project itself will probably be highly successful.  
However, BR Project’s internal TDM success will come at the expense of the surrounding 
neighborhoods when BR residents park their privately-owned vehicles and drive their privately-
owned vehicles  outside the Resrvoir Project’s own boundaries. 

4. FROM EARLIER SUBMISSION TO CAC REGARDING TDM: 

• Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of 
parking and circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a 
comprehensive study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very 
specific according to SFCTA documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, 
and neighborhood residents.  

O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa 
Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to 
individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and 
fuel consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make 

http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2842
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existing transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving 
the outcomes for new transportation investments. 
             

o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoodsas consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within 
TDM parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM 
solution of making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the 
elimination of student parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 
parking spaces per residential unit. 
 

• Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is neither 
an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
 
BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 
                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination 
that induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to 
the desired destination.    
 
Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of 
the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 
       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote 
congestion.  Rather, congestion is the product of people trying to get to 
a desired destination.   Student access to education, which includes 
driving and parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir 
Project. 
 

• "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that 

the neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
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preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and 
enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have 
called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student 
needs.  

         
Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of 
student parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by 
college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir 
Project needs to take responsibility for replacing lost student parking. 

 

--aj 



  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: ESA Scope of Work omission
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 2:09:48 PM
Attachments: 2017-10-5 ROAD TO RESERVOIR PROJECT--THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR

2017 update.pdf

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

In doing a quick read of the ESA Scope of Work, I have found a glaring omission.

The SOW fails to address the obvious fact that the Reservoir Project will have immense
adverse impact on the public educational services provided by City College, Riordan, Lick
Wilmerding and the many other schools in the vicinity.  The elimination of over 1,000
student parking spaces by the Reservoir development will make access by students to
CCSF-- a commuter school.

On page 7 of the ESA Scope of Work, under "Task 4. Administrative Draft Initial Study-1",
the only mention of impact on schools is:  " The public services section will include a discussion of
public school capacity, the findings of the water supply assessment, and a discussion of the potential need for
access to the SFPUC water/wastewater easement along the south side of the project site. EP will provide ESA
with language regarding public schools..."   This merging of two environmental effects categories
of "Utilities and Service Systems" with "Public Services" is grossly deficient.  The
evaluation of adverse impacts on schools should not be legitimately bypassed:

12.   PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:

a)     Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services
such as fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other services?

The SOW indicates that the Reservoir EIR will be in the form of a "Subsequent EIR" that
will supplement the BPS FEIR.  During the Reservoir CAC process, I had submitted the
attached piece entitled "The Road to the Balboa Reservoir Project:  The Balboa Park
Station Area Plan in Relation to the Reservoir."  The piece discusses "ROOT OF THE
PROBLEM:  “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT”.

Please enter this, including the attachment,  into the Environmental Planning review's
administrative record.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja 

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org



THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT: 


THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR 


(updated 10/5/2017) 


The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the foundational justifications for the Balboa Reservoir 


Project.  


The City Team commissioned AECOM to do a 2014 preliminary study for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  


The AECOM study for the Reservoir used the Balboa Park Station Area Plan in making their findings.  Yet 


there are substantial shortcomings contained in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as it relates to the 


Reservoir. 


In addition to the shortcomings, AECOM further complicates the matter by misinterpreting the contents 


of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. 


LAND USE:  BEST USE OF THE RESERVOIR 


The First Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan contains: 


OBJECTIVE 1.4     DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL BEST BENEFIT THE 


NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE. 


Despite this “best benefit” objective, no discussion or analysis has been made regarding what 


constitutes the best use of the western Reservoir. 


Then drilling down further: 


POLICY 1.3.2 [sic--This should more correctly read Policy 1.4.2—aj]   Develop the west basin of 


the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding 


neighborhoods.   If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it 


should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of 


the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. 


Policy 1.3.2 [sic] suggests that PUC “consider” developing the site for housing.  There is no 


documentation or evidence presented in the 2004 BPS Initial Study or in the Balboa Park Station Area 


Plan itself to arrive at a conclusion that 425-500 housing units would be the best use of the property. 


The Fourth Element of the BPS Area Plan contains: 


OBJECTIVE 4.4   CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON 


THE RESERVOIR. 


The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco 


and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.    Developing housing on this site 


would help fill this void in two ways.  First, housing here would add  more  people  to  the  area; 







enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public 


transportation services.   


Objective 4.4, just like Policy 1.3.2 [sic] asks PUC to “consider” using the Reservoir for housing.  It does 


not mandate that it do so.  Despite this, the City has made Reservoir housing appear to be a mandate. 


Furthermore the arguments used in support for housing at the Reservoir are weak: 


 “currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood” 


This characterization is totally subjective.  In reality it serves an important public purpose of 


providing student parking that enables community access to education.  It also keeps students 


away from parking in the neighborhoods, blocking residential driveways.  It is also objectively 


open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the Farralones from the CCSF Science 


Building. 


 “increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services” 


Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity.  They have more riders than they can handle.  


Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded conditions and being 


passed up by buses.  New Reservoir residents will only aggravate unreliable service on public 


transit. 


 


PUC RESERVOIR AS OPEN SPACE IS ALSO PROPOSED IN THE BPS AREA PLAN;  HOUSING WAS NOT THE 


SOLE PROPOSAL 


The Balboa Reservoir Project is frequently misrepresented as being called for by Balboa Park Station 


Area Plan.  In reality, the BPS Area Plan actually calls for housing to “be considered” as a use for the PUC 


Reservoir.  This is contained in the Housing Element of the Area Plan. 


In addition to the Housing Element, the BPS Area Plan also contains a Streets and Open Space Element.   


The Streets and Open Space Element contains this: 


A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area,including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the 
Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the 
Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. (page 30) 


 
Page 31 of the BPS Area Plan shows this map: 







 
 


What this shows is that housing was not the sole possibility offered by the BPS Area Plan for the use 


of the Reservoir.  This BPS Area Plan map shows the entire PUC Reservoir as open space. 


**************** 


THE AECOM STUDY’S MISINTERPRETATION OF BPS AREA PLAN 


The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s 


program-level Final EIR.   


Analysis of a Balboa Reservoir project is minimal within the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  The Reservoir 


is relegated to Tier 2 (long-term, up to year 2025) development and lacks detail.   


 The program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts.  This would 


minimize reinventing the wheel for every project within the BPS Area. 


The Balboa Park Station Area plan, as a program-level plan, is unable to address the specifics and 


particularities of impacts on the project-level, except in the most general sense. 


The fatal flaw of the current Balboa Reservoir Project is that it relies on the foundation of a very general 


determination contained in the BPS Final EIR. 


ROOT OF THE PROBLEM:  “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” 


The Final BPS EIR determined that the Area Plan’s effect on public services would be insignificant or less-


than-significant: 







“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the proposed Area 


Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The Initial 


Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be insignificant or 


would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in the Area 


Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);  


utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology; geology/topography; 


water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A for a copy of the Initial Study). 


“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational purposes and to 


orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental topics listed 


above.” 


Here is the section in Appendix A of the FEIR which discusses public schools.  No reference whatsoever is 


made to CCSF.   The Initial Study and FEIR is not specific enough to deal with impacts of the project-level 


scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project: 







 







AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR INITIAL STUDY STANDS ON  THE SHAKY FOUNDATION OF THE BPS FEIR 


The AECOM Study’s sections on Existing Conditions and Surrounding Development takes note of the 


many educational institutions near the Reservoir.  Yet the AECOM Initial Study fails to assess the impact 


of the BR Project on the Bay area-wide public service that CCSF and other schools provide. 


The AECOM Study’s failure to assess the impact of the BR Project on the public service provided by CCSF 


and other schools is based on an incorrect interpretation of the BPS FEIR. 


The AECOM Study states: 


“The [BPS FEIR] finds that speculative development of 500 residential units on Balboa Reservoir 


would not result in significant land use impacts…Although any future proposed projects would 


require individual environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has received 


programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”   


This AECOM interpretation is wrong.  Contrary to the quoted AECOM passage, the BPS FEIR did not refer 


specifically to Balboa Reservoir.  The “less-than-significant” determination was for the program-level 


BPS Area Plan and for the specific project-level Kragen (Mercy housing) and Phelan Loop Projects.   


There was insufficient detail contained in the FEIR for the Tier 2 Reservoir project to merit extension of 


the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR to the project-level Balboa 


Reservoir. 


CALL FOR RESET 


The fundamental assumptions for the BR Project rests on the shaky foundation of a generalized 


program-level determination of non-significance for the category of “Public Service” contained in the 


BPS FEIR. 


OEWD/Planning’s Principles & Parameters similarly rests on a shaky foundation because of its failure to 


address the fundamental environmental review concept of assessing "immediate and long-range specific 


and cumulative impacts of a proposed project on its surrounding physical environment." 


So instead of continuing to call for CCSF and the neighborhood to accommodate the BR Project, 


OEWD/Planning needs to reset its MO to adhere to its own Initial Study Checklist guidelines to include 


“Public Services.”  


 OEWD/Planning  needs to adhere to its own 3/17/2011 Environmental Review Process Summary 


document instead of pushing on with its inversion of environmental review principles. 


Submitted by: 


Alvin Ja 


Ratepayer 








THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT: 


THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR 


(updated 10/5/2017) 


The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the foundational justifications for the Balboa Reservoir 


Project.  


The City Team commissioned AECOM to do a 2014 preliminary study for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  


The AECOM study for the Reservoir used the Balboa Park Station Area Plan in making their findings.  Yet 


there are substantial shortcomings contained in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as it relates to the 


Reservoir. 


In addition to the shortcomings, AECOM further complicates the matter by misinterpreting the contents 


of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. 


LAND USE:  BEST USE OF THE RESERVOIR 


The First Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan contains: 


OBJECTIVE 1.4     DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL BEST BENEFIT THE 


NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE. 


Despite this “best benefit” objective, no discussion or analysis has been made regarding what 


constitutes the best use of the western Reservoir. 


Then drilling down further: 


POLICY 1.3.2 [sic--This should more correctly read Policy 1.4.2—aj]   Develop the west basin of 


the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding 


neighborhoods.   If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it 


should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of 


the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. 


Policy 1.3.2 [sic] suggests that PUC “consider” developing the site for housing.  There is no 


documentation or evidence presented in the 2004 BPS Initial Study or in the Balboa Park Station Area 


Plan itself to arrive at a conclusion that 425-500 housing units would be the best use of the property. 


The Fourth Element of the BPS Area Plan contains: 


OBJECTIVE 4.4   CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON 


THE RESERVOIR. 


The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco 


and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.    Developing housing on this site 


would help fill this void in two ways.  First, housing here would add  more  people  to  the  area; 







enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public 


transportation services.   


Objective 4.4, just like Policy 1.3.2 [sic] asks PUC to “consider” using the Reservoir for housing.  It does 


not mandate that it do so.  Despite this, the City has made Reservoir housing appear to be a mandate. 


Furthermore the arguments used in support for housing at the Reservoir are weak: 


 “currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood” 


This characterization is totally subjective.  In reality it serves an important public purpose of 


providing student parking that enables community access to education.  It also keeps students 


away from parking in the neighborhoods, blocking residential driveways.  It is also objectively 


open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the Farralones from the CCSF Science 


Building. 


 “increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services” 


Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity.  They have more riders than they can handle.  


Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded conditions and being 


passed up by buses.  New Reservoir residents will only aggravate unreliable service on public 


transit. 


 


PUC RESERVOIR AS OPEN SPACE IS ALSO PROPOSED IN THE BPS AREA PLAN;  HOUSING WAS NOT THE 


SOLE PROPOSAL 


The Balboa Reservoir Project is frequently misrepresented as being called for by Balboa Park Station 


Area Plan.  In reality, the BPS Area Plan actually calls for housing to “be considered” as a use for the PUC 


Reservoir.  This is contained in the Housing Element of the Area Plan. 


In addition to the Housing Element, the BPS Area Plan also contains a Streets and Open Space Element.   


The Streets and Open Space Element contains this: 


A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area,including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the 
Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the 
Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. (page 30) 


 
Page 31 of the BPS Area Plan shows this map: 







 
 


What this shows is that housing was not the sole possibility offered by the BPS Area Plan for the use 


of the Reservoir.  This BPS Area Plan map shows the entire PUC Reservoir as open space. 


**************** 


THE AECOM STUDY’S MISINTERPRETATION OF BPS AREA PLAN 


The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s 


program-level Final EIR.   


Analysis of a Balboa Reservoir project is minimal within the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  The Reservoir 


is relegated to Tier 2 (long-term, up to year 2025) development and lacks detail.   


 The program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts.  This would 


minimize reinventing the wheel for every project within the BPS Area. 


The Balboa Park Station Area plan, as a program-level plan, is unable to address the specifics and 


particularities of impacts on the project-level, except in the most general sense. 


The fatal flaw of the current Balboa Reservoir Project is that it relies on the foundation of a very general 


determination contained in the BPS Final EIR. 


ROOT OF THE PROBLEM:  “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” 


The Final BPS EIR determined that the Area Plan’s effect on public services would be insignificant or less-


than-significant: 







“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the proposed Area 


Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The Initial 


Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be insignificant or 


would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in the Area 


Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);  


utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology; geology/topography; 


water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A for a copy of the Initial Study). 


“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational purposes and to 


orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental topics listed 


above.” 


Here is the section in Appendix A of the FEIR which discusses public schools.  No reference whatsoever is 


made to CCSF.   The Initial Study and FEIR is not specific enough to deal with impacts of the project-level 


scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project: 







 







AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR INITIAL STUDY STANDS ON  THE SHAKY FOUNDATION OF THE BPS FEIR 


The AECOM Study’s sections on Existing Conditions and Surrounding Development takes note of the 


many educational institutions near the Reservoir.  Yet the AECOM Initial Study fails to assess the impact 


of the BR Project on the Bay area-wide public service that CCSF and other schools provide. 


The AECOM Study’s failure to assess the impact of the BR Project on the public service provided by CCSF 


and other schools is based on an incorrect interpretation of the BPS FEIR. 


The AECOM Study states: 


“The [BPS FEIR] finds that speculative development of 500 residential units on Balboa Reservoir 


would not result in significant land use impacts…Although any future proposed projects would 


require individual environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has received 


programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”   


This AECOM interpretation is wrong.  Contrary to the quoted AECOM passage, the BPS FEIR did not refer 


specifically to Balboa Reservoir.  The “less-than-significant” determination was for the program-level 


BPS Area Plan and for the specific project-level Kragen (Mercy housing) and Phelan Loop Projects.   


There was insufficient detail contained in the FEIR for the Tier 2 Reservoir project to merit extension of 


the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR to the project-level Balboa 


Reservoir. 


CALL FOR RESET 


The fundamental assumptions for the BR Project rests on the shaky foundation of a generalized 


program-level determination of non-significance for the category of “Public Service” contained in the 


BPS FEIR. 


OEWD/Planning’s Principles & Parameters similarly rests on a shaky foundation because of its failure to 


address the fundamental environmental review concept of assessing "immediate and long-range specific 


and cumulative impacts of a proposed project on its surrounding physical environment." 


So instead of continuing to call for CCSF and the neighborhood to accommodate the BR Project, 


OEWD/Planning needs to reset its MO to adhere to its own Initial Study Checklist guidelines to include 


“Public Services.”  


 OEWD/Planning  needs to adhere to its own 3/17/2011 Environmental Review Process Summary 


document instead of pushing on with its inversion of environmental review principles. 


Submitted by: 


Alvin Ja 


Ratepayer 







THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT: 

THE BALBOA PARK STATION AREA PLAN IN RELATION TO THE RESERVOIR 

(updated 10/5/2017) 

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is one of the foundational justifications for the Balboa Reservoir 

Project.  

The City Team commissioned AECOM to do a 2014 preliminary study for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  

The AECOM study for the Reservoir used the Balboa Park Station Area Plan in making their findings.  Yet 

there are substantial shortcomings contained in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as it relates to the 

Reservoir. 

In addition to the shortcomings, AECOM further complicates the matter by misinterpreting the contents 

of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. 

LAND USE:  BEST USE OF THE RESERVOIR 

The First Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan contains: 

OBJECTIVE 1.4     DEVELOP THE RESERVOIRS IN A MANNER THAT WILL BEST BENEFIT THE 

NEIGHBORHOOD, THE CITY, AND THE REGION AS A WHOLE. 

Despite this “best benefit” objective, no discussion or analysis has been made regarding what 

constitutes the best use of the western Reservoir. 

Then drilling down further: 

POLICY 1.3.2 [sic--This should more correctly read Policy 1.4.2—aj]   Develop the west basin of 

the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding 

neighborhoods.   If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it 

should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of 

the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. 

Policy 1.3.2 [sic] suggests that PUC “consider” developing the site for housing.  There is no 

documentation or evidence presented in the 2004 BPS Initial Study or in the Balboa Park Station Area 

Plan itself to arrive at a conclusion that 425-500 housing units would be the best use of the property. 

The Fourth Element of the BPS Area Plan contains: 

OBJECTIVE 4.4   CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON 

THE RESERVOIR. 

The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco 

and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.    Developing housing on this site 

would help fill this void in two ways.  First, housing here would add  more  people  to  the  area; 



enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public 

transportation services.   

Objective 4.4, just like Policy 1.3.2 [sic] asks PUC to “consider” using the Reservoir for housing.  It does 

not mandate that it do so.  Despite this, the City has made Reservoir housing appear to be a mandate. 

Furthermore the arguments used in support for housing at the Reservoir are weak: 

 “currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood” 

This characterization is totally subjective.  In reality it serves an important public purpose of 

providing student parking that enables community access to education.  It also keeps students 

away from parking in the neighborhoods, blocking residential driveways.  It is also objectively 

open space that allows for vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the Farralones from the CCSF Science 

Building. 

 “increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services” 

Both MUNI and BART have problems with capacity.  They have more riders than they can handle.  

Regular riders of the 43 and 29 will be able to recount stories of crowded conditions and being 

passed up by buses.  New Reservoir residents will only aggravate unreliable service on public 

transit. 

 

PUC RESERVOIR AS OPEN SPACE IS ALSO PROPOSED IN THE BPS AREA PLAN;  HOUSING WAS NOT THE 

SOLE PROPOSAL 

The Balboa Reservoir Project is frequently misrepresented as being called for by Balboa Park Station 

Area Plan.  In reality, the BPS Area Plan actually calls for housing to “be considered” as a use for the PUC 

Reservoir.  This is contained in the Housing Element of the Area Plan. 

In addition to the Housing Element, the BPS Area Plan also contains a Streets and Open Space Element.   

The Streets and Open Space Element contains this: 

A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area,including the Phelan Loop Plaza, the 
Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the 
Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. (page 30) 

 
Page 31 of the BPS Area Plan shows this map: 



 
 

What this shows is that housing was not the sole possibility offered by the BPS Area Plan for the use 

of the Reservoir.  This BPS Area Plan map shows the entire PUC Reservoir as open space. 

**************** 

THE AECOM STUDY’S MISINTERPRETATION OF BPS AREA PLAN 

The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s 

program-level Final EIR.   

Analysis of a Balboa Reservoir project is minimal within the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  The Reservoir 

is relegated to Tier 2 (long-term, up to year 2025) development and lacks detail.   

 The program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts.  This would 

minimize reinventing the wheel for every project within the BPS Area. 

The Balboa Park Station Area plan, as a program-level plan, is unable to address the specifics and 

particularities of impacts on the project-level, except in the most general sense. 

The fatal flaw of the current Balboa Reservoir Project is that it relies on the foundation of a very general 

determination contained in the BPS Final EIR. 

ROOT OF THE PROBLEM:  “EFFECT ON PUBLIC SERVICES LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” 

The Final BPS EIR determined that the Area Plan’s effect on public services would be insignificant or less-

than-significant: 



“An Initial Study, published in July 2006, determined that implementation of the proposed Area 

Plan and its associated public improvements and development projects may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts; therefore, preparation of an EIR was required. The Initial 

Study determined that the following effects of the Area Plan would either be insignificant or 

would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures included in the Area 

Plan and, thus, required no further analysis: land use; visual quality; climate (wind);  

utilities/public services (except hydrology and water quality); biology; geology/topography; 

water; energy/natural resources; and hazards (see Appendix A for a copy of the Initial Study). 

“With the exception of land use, which is included in the EIR for informational purposes and to 

orient the reader to the Project Area, the EIR does not discuss the environmental topics listed 

above.” 

Here is the section in Appendix A of the FEIR which discusses public schools.  No reference whatsoever is 

made to CCSF.   The Initial Study and FEIR is not specific enough to deal with impacts of the project-level 

scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing Project: 



 

Puhlic Sc/tools 

The San Francisco Uni ti ed School District (SFUSD) provides public primary and secondary 

education in San Francisco . The district is comprised of 78 elementary schools, 17 middle 

schools, and 2 1 high schools; the total enrollment is approximately 56,000 students . 1 ~ Schools in 

proximity of the Project Area include the Sunnyside Elementary School at 250 Foerster Street, 

about 0 .5 mile north of the Project Area; the Commodore S loat Elementary School at SO Darien 

Way, about 1.5 m ile northwest of the Project Arca; the James Denman Middle School at 241 

Oneida Avenue, about 0.5 mi les east of the Project Area; Aptos Middle School at 105 Aptos 

Avenue, about 1.0 miles northwest of the Project Area; and Balboa High School at I 000 Cayuga 

Avenue about 0.5 miles east of the Proj ect Area. 16 The SFUSD is cun-ently not a growth district. 

According to the SFUSD Facilities Master Plan of 2003, the District had excess capacity at most 

existing school faci lities. Excess capacity is expected to increase district-wide as enrollment is 

projected to decline over the next I 0 years.17 Several schools were closed by the School Board in 

2006: Golden Gate Elementary, De Avila Elementary, Franklin Middle School, and Yoey Child 

Development Center. Despite this excess capacity overall , certain schools were overcrowded in 

2003, such as Gali leo High School, at I 07 percent capacity, Lincoln High School, at I IS percent 

capacity, and Herbert Hoover Middle School, at 126 percent capacity. No construction of new 

schools is planned for the C ity . An increase in students associated with the Area Plan would not 

substantially change the demand for the schools that are likely to be attended by new residents in 

the Project Area, nor for the entire school system overall . For the above reasons, significant 

impacts to school facilities would not occur as a result o f implementation of the Area Plan, 

including proposed development on the Kragen Auto Parts and Phelan Loop sites, and th is topic 

will not be discussed in the EIR. 

Recreation 

Four new open spaces are planned for the Project Area: the Geneva Transi t Plaza on the north 

s ide of Geneva Avenue between San Jose Avenue and 1-280; the Phelan Loop plaza; Balboa 

Reservoir open space; and Brighton Avenue open space . The proposed Area Plan envisions the 

creation of a system of neighborhood open spaces, including active, passive, and informal 

gathering areas that would contribute to the overall neighborhood character of the Project Area. 

In addition, smaller publicly accessible neighborhood and trans it-oriented parks, plazas, and a 

children ' s p layground would be created, particularly in the Transit Station Neighborhood and 

Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District subareas. 

The Project Area includes Balboa Park, a Recreation and Park Department property. It is located 

along the entire northern frontage o f Ocean Avenue between 1-280 and San Jose Avenue and 

15 San Francisco Unified School District website, http://orb.sfusd.edu/profile/prll- I 00.htm, accessed 
July 5, 2006. 
16 San Francisco Unified School District website, http://portal.sfusd.edu/apps/SCHFIND/showmap.cfm, 
accessed June 29, 2006. 
17 San Francisco USD, SFUSD Facilities Master Plan, January 2003, Section Y, pp. 14-37. 
July 29, 2006 40 Balboa Park S1a1ion Area Plan 
2004.1059E lnirial Study 



AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR INITIAL STUDY STANDS ON  THE SHAKY FOUNDATION OF THE BPS FEIR 

The AECOM Study’s sections on Existing Conditions and Surrounding Development takes note of the 

many educational institutions near the Reservoir.  Yet the AECOM Initial Study fails to assess the impact 

of the BR Project on the Bay area-wide public service that CCSF and other schools provide. 

The AECOM Study’s failure to assess the impact of the BR Project on the public service provided by CCSF 

and other schools is based on an incorrect interpretation of the BPS FEIR. 

The AECOM Study states: 

“The [BPS FEIR] finds that speculative development of 500 residential units on Balboa Reservoir 

would not result in significant land use impacts…Although any future proposed projects would 

require individual environmental review, development on Balboa Reservoir has received 

programmatic environmental clearance through the Balboa Park Plan FEIR.”   

This AECOM interpretation is wrong.  Contrary to the quoted AECOM passage, the BPS FEIR did not refer 

specifically to Balboa Reservoir.  The “less-than-significant” determination was for the program-level 

BPS Area Plan and for the specific project-level Kragen (Mercy housing) and Phelan Loop Projects.   

There was insufficient detail contained in the FEIR for the Tier 2 Reservoir project to merit extension of 

the “less-than-significant” determination for the program-level FEIR to the project-level Balboa 

Reservoir. 

CALL FOR RESET 

The fundamental assumptions for the BR Project rests on the shaky foundation of a generalized 

program-level determination of non-significance for the category of “Public Service” contained in the 

BPS FEIR. 

OEWD/Planning’s Principles & Parameters similarly rests on a shaky foundation because of its failure to 

address the fundamental environmental review concept of assessing "immediate and long-range specific 

and cumulative impacts of a proposed project on its surrounding physical environment." 

So instead of continuing to call for CCSF and the neighborhood to accommodate the BR Project, 

OEWD/Planning needs to reset its MO to adhere to its own Initial Study Checklist guidelines to include 

“Public Services.”  

 OEWD/Planning  needs to adhere to its own 3/17/2011 Environmental Review Process Summary 

document instead of pushing on with its inversion of environmental review principles. 

Submitted by: 

Alvin Ja 

Ratepayer 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marian Lam
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: RE: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 12:35:17 PM

 

Hi Jeanie,
I will forward this to the Vice Chancellor for Facilities, Planning & Construction.
Best,
Marian
 
Marian Lam
City College of San Francisco
Facilities Planning & Construction
50 Phelan Avenue, B-606
San Francisco, CA 94112
P: 415 452-5277
www.ccsf.edu/facilities
 
 

From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) [mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 12:19 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
 
Hello,
 
The following documents were published today.
Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of a Public Scoping Meeting
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:mlam@ccsf.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOA_Final_clean.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC);

Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rafael Mandelman
Subject: Comment on Balboa Reservoir NOP re: "Summary of Potential Environmental Issues"
Date: Thursday, October 11, 2018 1:26:06 AM
Attachments: 2018-7-2 Comment on Transportation.docx

2018-7-7 additional comment on Transportation.docx

 

Ms. Poling:

The NOP's "Summary of Potential Environmental Issues" states:

The proposed project and project variants meet all of the requirements of a transit-oriented infill
development project under California Public Resources Code section 21099; therefore, the
subsequent EIR shall not consider aesthetics and parking in determining if the project has the
potential to result in significant environmental effects. 
 

The main idea behind PRC 21099 is changing the evaluation of transportation &
circulation impacts from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).  In
reference to parking, the NOP cites 21099 states:

The methodology established by these guidelines shall not create a presumption that a project
will not result in significant impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact
associated with transportation.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the adequacy of parking for a
project shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this section.

Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for the (Reservoir
Project itself) project",  21099 does not exempt the secondary parking impact on
CCSF's public educational service to students from assessment and consideration.  

Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be bypassed
by extending 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the public benefit of
providing access to a commuter college.

The proposed Reservoir development has forced City Colllege to include in its
Facilities Master Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of existing
parking in the PUC Reservoir.  This is the secondary impact that must be addressed
in the Subsequent EIR.

Please also enter into your administrative record the following two attachments that
relate to this subject:

7/2/2018 comment on Transportation to BRCAC and Reservoir Community
Partners
7/7/2018 additional comment on Transportation

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:brcac@sfgov.org
mailto:thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:DHood@sfwater.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:rafaelmandelman@gmail.com

From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Shanahan Thomas (ECN) <thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org>; 
Sent: Monday, July 2, 2018 11:27 PM
Subject: COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION FOR 2018-7-9 BR CAC MEETING



COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION FOR 2018-7-9 BR CAC MEETING

 

Much of the City Team’s strategy to promote the Reservoir Project is derived from a 2012 study/development proposal sponsored by NAIOP (National Association of Industrial and Office Properties).  Much of Avalon-Bridge’s Base Plan for the Reservoir is also derived from this NAIOP-sponsored study/proposal.  

 

The study/development proposal was done as a project by UC Berkeley’s Haas School of Business students.  The development proposal was part of a competition for a “Golden Shovel” award.

 

The development proposal was entitled “Westwood Terrace in Balboa Park.”

 

FRAMING/ MARKETING………………DECEPTIVE ADVERTISING

The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal offered a marketing/PR approach:

…Given the depth of anti-development sentiment related to the site and the coordination of the local neighborhood groups, it is vital that the project be framed as a solution to current problems and an asset to the local community.

 

The Reservoir Project has been skillfully framed/marketed as “50% affordable housing”.  But what are the facts?

 

The truth of the matter is that that the Reservoir Project’s own Development Overview provides only for:

         50% (550 units) market-rate;

         18% (198 units) low-income (80% AMI-- $66,300)

         15% (165 units) moderate-income (120% AMI-- $99,500)

         17% (187 units) HYPOTHETICAL (not funded or planned by the private developer) “additional affordable” middle-income (150%  AMI-- $124,350)



SINCE RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY TO ACTUALIZE THE 17% “ADDITIONAL AFFORDABLE” (for individuals of up to $124,350 annual income per Mayor’s Office of Housing & Community Development’s 4/1/2018 max income table), the marketing hype of “50% affordable” is a lie.

 

 

KEY CHALLENGES:  PARKING & TRAFFIC

The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal identified “Key Challenges” for the proposed development:

1.    The Site will need to overcome a difficult entitlement process.  In order to maximize the value of this unique Site, rezoning and increased density will be required.  Obtaining these entitlements in the City of San Francisco can be a drawn-out process spanning multiple years.



2.    As the largest student parking area on-campus, preservation of parking capacity on the Balboa Reservoir is a focal point for both the City College and the local community.



3.    Due to limited access points and large influx of new residents, traffic impact and flow is a primary concern for the project.



4.    Development of the Site will require significant infrastructure costs

 

Points #2 and #3 of “Key Challenges” reflect the real world.  Yet throughout the City Team’s public engagement process, the City Team has sought to ignore the real world and has downplayed the adverse impacts of the Project on parking and traffic.

 

The City Team’s solution consists of TDM (Transportation Demand Management) and Residential Permit Parking.  The TDM and RPP solutions fundamentally dump the burden and responsibility to mitigate adverse traffic and parking impacts from the new Reservoir Project onto existing City College and neighborhood stakeholders. 

 

Furthermore, the biggest contributing factor in demand would be the influx of 2,200 new Reservoir residents—something which Key Challenge #3, unlike the City Team’s Development Parameters, acknowledges.

 

The 2012 “Westwood Terrace” development proposal, unlike the City Team’s TDM solution, offered a more real-world solution to Key Challenges #2 and #3.

 

The “Westwood Terrrace” proposal’s “Core Programmatic Concepts” to address key challenges of parking and transportation included these more sensible ideas (compared to the City Team’s TDM/RPP solution):

2.    Maintain majority of student parking on-site; a major consideration of both CCSF and the surrounding neighborhood group.  Current Site layout allows for developer to build below the natural grade without incurring significant excavation costs.

3.    Inclusion of “car-free” Student Housing units allows Site to reach revenue and absorption potential while minimizing traffic impacts highlighted as major concern due to Site’s limited ingress/egress points.

 

 

CITY COLLEGE

The “Westwood Terrace” proposal included a section on “Primary Neighborhood Stakeholders”, among which was City College.

 

The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal’s section on City College stated:

 

Conversations with City College representatives suggest that the predominant concern that the school has for the site pertain to reduction in parking.  The Reservoir is the school’s primary parking facility and with over 32% of students and 63% of faculty driving to school, any substantial reduction of parking would create serious problems for the campus.  If the parking issue can be resolved, the City College would be likely to support on-site development that provides student or faculty housing.  To-date, the City College has not been an active advocate or opponent of nearby development but we believe that dynamic is likely to change should new development be proposed that substantially impacts the school’s supply of parking.

 

 

It should be noted that the SFCCD authorities have appointed and re-appointed a Program Manager to represent City College interests vis a vis the Reservoir Project.   It should also be noted that the Program Manager is a Principal of Curtis Development who was co-developer in the Related California Proposal for the Reservoir.  Because of this background, it may be difficult for the Program Manager to unequivocally advocate for grassroots CCSF stakeholders.

 

The grassroots CCSF stakeholders’ position can only be for full mitigation of loss of student parking.   The costs of any and all replacement parking necessitated by the loss of parking in the Reservoir must be borne by Avalon-Bridge and not by SFCCD.

 

This written comment on Transportation repeats what has been brought up constantly by many at BRCAC meetings and in written submissions over the past several years.   The only thing new here is the citation of content from the NAIOP Golden Shovel proposal.

 

 

--aj    

7/2/2018




BRCAC:



A few days ago I had sent you a Written Comment on Transportation that cited a UCB Haas School of Business "Westwook Terrace" study/ proposal.



The Written Comment quoted "Key Challenges" from that study proposal.  I urge you to examine how the Reservoir Project has addressed those "Key Challenges" --in particular:



2.    As the largest student parking area on-campus, preservation of parking capacity on the Balboa Reservoir is a focal point for both the City College and the local community.






3.

    Due to limited access points and large influx of new residents, traffic impact and flow is a primary concern for the project.






The Reservoir Community Partners, LLC's (Avalon-Bridge) Base Plan shows motor vehicle access at two points:  Lee Avenue (Whole Foods exit) and North Street (adjacent to Riordan High).  This confirms the Haas Business School study's observation of "limited access points and large influx of new residents."



Yet the Reservoir Project's solution has been TDM and Residential Permit Parking which is totally deficient in addressing a "Key Challenge."



To refresh your memory, please consider and review the following (from an earlier submission regarding the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework) for your Transportation discussion: 



The main significance of the TDM Framework is that it functions as a means for the Reservoir Project to avoid its responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts:



INHERENT INEQUITY IN THE BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK:

DUMPING THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT’S RESPONSIBILITY TO MITIGATE ITS ADVERSE IMPACTS ONTO ITS VICTIMS  

 

CEQA principles call for new projects like the Balboa Reservoir Project to mitigate adverse impacts on the existing setting.

 

Being a public service, City College has CEQA standing as an “environmental factor” that would require the proposed Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts.

 

From the very beginning of the Reservoir Project's public engagement process, CCSF stakeholders have complained about the adverse impacts on student enrollment and attendance that would be generated by the Project's eviction of existing student parking.

 

GENESIS OF BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK STUDY

In order to assuage community concerns regarding parking and traffic, the Reservoir Project initiated the Balboa Area TDM Study.

 

People in the community were expecting the study to be an all-around and objective analysis of transportation issues.  What people in the community did not realize was that the TDM Study’s general conclusions had already been pre-ordained.   

 

The Balboa Area TDM Study had been given its marching orders:

 “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.”

 

WILLFUL DISREGARD FOR HARD DATA

The City Agencies have managed the Reservoir Project in a manner similar to how the Iraq War had been promoted.  Just like the Iraq War in which, according to British Intelligence’s Downing Street Memo, “… the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy”, the recommendations and conclusions of the Nelson-Nygaard study have been fixed around the pre-determined TDM policy.

 

The Balboa Area TDM Framework has been fixed……… with willful disregard for the hard data from surveys that would refute the pre-determined TDM dogma.



WILLFUL EXCLUSION OF COMPREHENSIVE PARKING ASSESSMENT 

Sunshine Ordinance documents reveal the following:

  

In 2014, the AECOM Transportation Analyst had proposed performing a comprehensive supply & demand assessment for all on-street and off-street parking in the neighboring vicinities.  Jeremy Shaw of the Planning Dept put a stop to AECOM’s proposal to perform this comprehensive assessment.   



Instead, in a 2014 email to the AECOM Transportation Analyst, Planning Dept told AECOM to confine their study to the Reservoir parking lots alone:  

“ ...edits made in the attached word document reflect the current thinking in SF transportation analysis...

“Comment [JS4]: We’d recommend just looking at the [Balboa Reservoir parking lots--aj] parking lots. ‐‐‐  Off‐site parking analysis is nice to have. But really we want to focus the effort on what will drive the on‐site design and what kind of trips that design will generate – rather than worry about off‐site impacts and mitigations…”




So from the very beginning, starting with the AECOM Existing Conditions’ Transportation Analysis, a full and objective assessment and analysis had already been stopped in its tracks by the Reservoir Project Staff.



“THE CURRENT THINKING IN SF TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS”

What was--and is--the “current thinking?”……….........The thinking is:  Don’t “worry about off-site impacts and mitigations.”

 

MANIPULATION AND BIAS IN CITY’S SURVEY OF CITY COLLEGE PARKING

The Reservoir Project's data collection was deliberately skewed to minimize apparent parking demand at City College.  It did this by collecting PM data from 10 pm to 12:30 am when no classes are in session.  From the Reservoir Project's Balboa Area TDM Existing Conditions Report:  "The surveys were conducted during two periods; midday, between 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM; and late evening, between 10:00 PM to 12:30 AM."

 

Why would a parking survey be performed between 10pm and 12:30am when any fool could tell you that the CCSF parking lot would be empty?

 

DELIBERATELY OBSCURED:  CONTEXT OF RESERVOIR BEING A NEW PROJECT

The TDM Study was a response to community concerns about transportation issues that would be generated by the new Reservoir Project that would impact the existing setting of City College and the surrounding neighborhoods.

 

The TDM Framework obscures this context by placing the new Reservoir Project on an equal footing with City College and the surrounding neighborhoods.  The Balboa Area TDM Framework delineates three sub-areas:  1) City College Ocean Campus, 2) Balboa Reservoir , and 3) Balboa Area neighborhoods.



The TDM Framework fails to  acknowledge the fact that the Balboa Reservoir sub-area, as a new proposed project, is responsible for mitigation of its adverse impacts.  Instead, the TDM Framework presents the Reservoir Project as a fact-on-the-ground with importance equal to--if not greater than--City College and the neighborhoods.



THROWN OVERBOARD:  STUDENT INTERESTS OF ACCESS TO EDUCATION

By putting the Reservoir Project on equal footing with City College and the neighborhoods, the Reservoir Project has been, with a sleight-of-hand, absolved of its CEQA responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts on the existing setting. 



Instead, mitigation has been dumped onto the Reservoir Project’s victims.   Instead of the Reservoir Project being held responsible for providing replacement parking for students, City College’s FMP has had to respond by proposing new parking structures on SFCCD property…..but with no realistic funding sources for such structures necessitated by eviction of student parking. 

 

INEQUITY IN BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK

Page 18 of the TDM Framework has a section entitled "Parking availability."  The section brings up Balboa Park Station and City College as mahor trip generators.  The section says that concerns have been expressed about parking during class times.  Yet this "Parking availability" section pointedly avoids any mention whatsover of the impact of 2,200 new residents in a new residential project projected to contain about 550 parking spaces!



On page 25, the TDM Framework has set up car-use reduction targets for the City College students and employees, and for the new Reservoir residents.  It has also proposed Residential Permit Parking for the neighborhoods:

●     The target for City College is 20%.

o      According to Figure 4 “Current and Recommended Mode Split, CCSF’s Ocean Campus”,  the TDM Framework calls for student drivers be cut back from 35% to 20% (a reduction of 43%).

o      The TDM Framework calls for CCSF employee drivers to be cut back from 45% to 20% (a reduction of 56%).

●     The TDM Framework sets an initial car use target for new Balboa Reservoir residents to be 60%. 

o      In comparison, CCSF student car use is already down to 35%and CCSF employee car use is already down to 45%.  Further cuts to 20% mean that CCSF students and employees are being expected to sacrifice access to City College in order to benefit new Reservoir residents.

●     The TDM Framework has called for neighborhood residents to initiate Residential Permit Parking to mitigate spillover parking generated by students who will no longer be able to park in the Reservoir and to discourage new Reservoir residents to park in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

o      This is another shameless example of dumping mitigation responsibilities onto the victims of the Reservoir Project instead of the new Project taking responsibility for its own adverse impacts.

 

OVERARCHING GOALS

The TDM Framework sets up 4 overarching goals:

i. Reduce vehicle-miles traveled

ii. Reduce auto trips

iii. Reduce traffic congestion

iv. Reduce transportation costs to preserve housing affordability

 

FALSE EQUIVALENCE:  REDUCING CAR USE vs. STUDENT ACCESS

Conspicuously missing from the list of overarching goals is:  ENSURING STUDENT ACCESS TO EDUCATION.  Other than providing Orwellian vacuous and perfunctory talk about “the importance of accessible education and  striv[ing] to establish equitable transportation choices…” the TDM Framework proffers no realistic or effective solution to the priorities shown to be important to CCSF stakeholders in data collected in the CCSF Transportation Survey.  



Hard data from the survey shows that “Reducing Travel Time” and “Arriving on Time” are overwhelmingly the most important considerations in choosing transportation mode.

 

CONFLATING MEANS WITH ENDS:  THE OVERARCHING IMPORTANCE OF THE DESTINATION

A fundamental flaw of the TDM Framework is that it only treats the issue of reducing car usage in isolation.

 

It should not take a lot of smarts to realize that transportation is an issue only when there’s a destination involved.  Lacking a desired destination, transportation and parking are a non-issues.



The TDM Framework fails to recognize the fact that transportation is just a way to get to a desired destination.  Instead, it dogmatically asserts that parking in and of itself generates traffic.



TDM FRAMEWORK: SPEAR-CARRIER AND PROPAGANDA  FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM documents serve as spearhead documents to advocate for the interests of the Balboa Reservoir Project, NOT for the interests of City College stakeholders or for the neighborhoods.



The main significance of the TDM Framework is that it functions as a means for the Reservoir Project to avoid its responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts.



--aj  7/7/2018



Sincerely,
Alvin Ja



From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
To: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Shanahan Thomas (ECN) <thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org>;  
Sent: Monday, July 2, 2018 11:27 PM 
Subject: COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION FOR 2018-7-9 BR CAC MEETING 
 

COMMENT ON TRANSPORTATION FOR 2018-7-9 BR CAC MEETING 
  

Much of the City Team’s strategy to promote the Reservoir Project is derived from a 
2012 study/development proposal sponsored by NAIOP (National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties).  Much of Avalon-Bridge’s Base Plan for the Reservoir 
is also derived from this NAIOP-sponsored study/proposal.   
  
The study/development proposal was done as a project by UC Berkeley’s Haas School 
of Business students.  The development proposal was part of a competition for a 
“Golden Shovel” award. 
  
The development proposal was entitled “Westwood Terrace in Balboa Park.” 
  
FRAMING/ MARKETING………………DECEPTIVE ADVERTISING 
The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal offered a marketing/PR approach: 
…Given the depth of anti-development sentiment related to the site and the 
coordination of the local neighborhood groups, it is vital that the project be framed as a 
solution to current problems and an asset to the local community. 
  
The Reservoir Project has been skillfully framed/marketed as “50% affordable 
housing”.  But what are the facts? 
  
The truth of the matter is that that the Reservoir Project’s own Development Overview 
provides only for: 
•         50% (550 units) market-rate; 
•         18% (198 units) low-income (80% AMI-- $66,300) 
•         15% (165 units) moderate-income (120% AMI-- $99,500) 
•         17% (187 units) HYPOTHETICAL (not funded or planned by the private 
developer) “additional affordable” middle-income (150%  AMI-- $124,350) 
 
SINCE RESERVOIR COMMUNITY PARTNERS, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY TO 
ACTUALIZE THE 17% “ADDITIONAL AFFORDABLE” (for individuals of up to $124,350 
annual income per Mayor’s Office of Housing & Community Development’s 4/1/2018 
max income table), the marketing hype of “50% affordable” is a lie. 
  
  
KEY CHALLENGES:  PARKING & TRAFFIC 
The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal identified “Key Challenges” for the 
proposed development: 
1.    The Site will need to overcome a difficult entitlement process.  In order to maximize 
the value of this unique Site, rezoning and increased density will be required.  Obtaining 



these entitlements in the City of San Francisco can be a drawn-out process spanning 
multiple years. 
 
2.    As the largest student parking area on-campus, preservation of parking capacity on 
the Balboa Reservoir is a focal point for both the City College and the local community. 
 
3.    Due to limited access points and large influx of new residents, traffic impact and flow 
is a primary concern for the project. 
 
4.    Development of the Site will require significant infrastructure costs 
  
Points #2 and #3 of “Key Challenges” reflect the real world.  Yet throughout the City 
Team’s public engagement process, the City Team has sought to ignore the real world 
and has downplayed the adverse impacts of the Project on parking and traffic. 
  
The City Team’s solution consists of TDM (Transportation Demand Management) and 
Residential Permit Parking.  The TDM and RPP solutions fundamentally dump the 
burden and responsibility to mitigate adverse traffic and parking impacts from the new 
Reservoir Project onto existing City College and neighborhood stakeholders.  
  
Furthermore, the biggest contributing factor in demand would be the influx of 2,200 new 
Reservoir residents—something which Key Challenge #3, unlike the City Team’s 
Development Parameters, acknowledges. 
  
The 2012 “Westwood Terrace” development proposal, unlike the City Team’s TDM 
solution, offered a more real-world solution to Key Challenges #2 and #3. 
  
The “Westwood Terrrace” proposal’s “Core Programmatic Concepts” to address key 
challenges of parking and transportation included these more sensible ideas (compared 
to the City Team’s TDM/RPP solution): 
2.    Maintain majority of student parking on-site; a major consideration of both CCSF 
and the surrounding neighborhood group.  Current Site layout allows for developer to 
build below the natural grade without incurring significant excavation costs. 
3.    Inclusion of “car-free” Student Housing units allows Site to reach revenue and 
absorption potential while minimizing traffic impacts highlighted as major concern due to 
Site’s limited ingress/egress points. 
  
  
CITY COLLEGE 
The “Westwood Terrace” proposal included a section on “Primary Neighborhood 
Stakeholders”, among which was City College. 
  
The “Westwood Terrace” development proposal’s section on City College stated: 
  
Conversations with City College representatives suggest that the predominant concern 
that the school has for the site pertain to reduction in parking.  The Reservoir is the 



school’s primary parking facility and with over 32% of students and 63% of faculty 
driving to school, any substantial reduction of parking would create serious problems for 
the campus.  If the parking issue can be resolved, the City College would be likely to 
support on-site development that provides student or faculty housing.  To-date, the City 
College has not been an active advocate or opponent of nearby development but we 
believe that dynamic is likely to change should new development be proposed that 
substantially impacts the school’s supply of parking. 
  
  
It should be noted that the SFCCD authorities have appointed and re-appointed a 
Program Manager to represent City College interests vis a vis the Reservoir Project.   It 
should also be noted that the Program Manager is a Principal of Curtis Development 
who was co-developer in the Related California Proposal for the Reservoir.  Because of 
this background, it may be difficult for the Program Manager to unequivocally advocate 
for grassroots CCSF stakeholders. 
  
The grassroots CCSF stakeholders’ position can only be for full mitigation of loss of 
student parking.   The costs of any and all replacement parking necessitated by the loss 
of parking in the Reservoir must be borne by Avalon-Bridge and not by SFCCD. 
  
This written comment on Transportation repeats what has been brought up constantly 
by many at BRCAC meetings and in written submissions over the past several 
years.   The only thing new here is the citation of content from the NAIOP Golden 
Shovel proposal. 
  
  
--aj     
7/2/2018 
 



BRCAC: 
 
A few days ago I had sent you a Written Comment on Transportation that cited a UCB 
Haas School of Business "Westwook Terrace" study/ proposal. 
 
The Written Comment quoted "Key Challenges" from that study proposal.  I urge you to 
examine how the Reservoir Project has addressed those "Key Challenges" --in 
particular: 
 
2.    As the largest student parking area on-campus, preservation of parking capacity on 
the Balboa Reservoir is a focal point for both the City College and the local community. 
 

 
 
3. 
    Due to limited access points and large influx of new residents, traffic impact and flow is 
a primary concern for the project. 
 
 
 
The Reservoir Community Partners, LLC's (Avalon-Bridge) Base Plan shows motor 
vehicle access at two points:  Lee Avenue (Whole Foods exit) and North Street 
(adjacent to Riordan High).  This confirms the Haas Business School study's 
observation of "limited access points and large influx of new residents." 
 
Yet the Reservoir Project's solution has been TDM and Residential Permit Parking 
which is totally deficient in addressing a "Key Challenge." 
 
To refresh your memory, please consider and review the following (from an earlier 
submission regarding the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework) for your Transportation 
discussion:  
 
The main significance of the TDM Framework is that it functions as a means for 
the Reservoir Project to avoid its responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts: 
 

INHERENT INEQUITY IN THE BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK: 
DUMPING THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT’S RESPONSIBILITY TO MITIGATE 

ITS ADVERSE IMPACTS ONTO ITS VICTIMS   
  
CEQA principles call for new projects like the Balboa Reservoir Project to mitigate 
adverse impacts on the existing setting. 
  
Being a public service, City College has CEQA standing as an “environmental factor” 
that would require the proposed Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts. 
  



From the very beginning of the Reservoir Project's public engagement process, CCSF 
stakeholders have complained about the adverse impacts on student enrollment and 
attendance that would be generated by the Project's eviction of existing student parking. 
  
GENESIS OF BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK STUDY 
In order to assuage community concerns regarding parking and traffic, the Reservoir 
Project initiated the Balboa Area TDM Study. 
  
People in the community were expecting the study to be an all-around and objective 
analysis of transportation issues.  What people in the community did not realize was 
that the TDM Study’s general conclusions had already been pre-ordained.    
  
The Balboa Area TDM Study had been given its marching orders: 
 “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and 
neighborhood residents.” 
  
WILLFUL DISREGARD FOR HARD DATA 
The City Agencies have managed the Reservoir Project in a manner similar to how the 
Iraq War had been promoted.  Just like the Iraq War in which, according to British 
Intelligence’s Downing Street Memo, “… the intelligence and facts were being fixed 
around the policy”, the recommendations and conclusions of the Nelson-Nygaard study 
have been fixed around the pre-determined TDM policy. 
  
The Balboa Area TDM Framework has been fixed……… with willful disregard for the 
hard data from surveys that would refute the pre-determined TDM dogma. 
 
WILLFUL EXCLUSION OF COMPREHENSIVE PARKING ASSESSMENT  
Sunshine Ordinance documents reveal the following: 
   
In 2014, the AECOM Transportation Analyst had proposed performing a comprehensive 
supply & demand assessment for all on-street and off-street parking in the neighboring 
vicinities.  Jeremy Shaw of the Planning Dept put a stop to AECOM’s proposal to 
perform this comprehensive assessment.    
 
Instead, in a 2014 email to the AECOM Transportation Analyst, Planning Dept told 
AECOM to confine their study to the Reservoir parking lots alone:   
“ ...edits made in the attached word document reflect the current thinking in SF transportation analysis... 
“Comment [JS4]: We’d recommend just looking at the [Balboa Reservoir parking lots--aj] parking lots. ‐‐‐  Off‐site 
parking analysis is nice to have. But really we want to focus the effort on what will drive the on‐site design and what 
kind of trips that design will generate – rather than worry about off‐site impacts and mitigations…” 
 
 
So from the very beginning, starting with the AECOM Existing Conditions’ 
Transportation Analysis, a full and objective assessment and analysis had already been 
stopped in its tracks by the Reservoir Project Staff. 
 
“THE CURRENT THINKING IN SF TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS” 



What was--and is--the “current thinking?”……….........The thinking is:  Don’t “worry 
about off-site impacts and mitigations.” 
  
MANIPULATION AND BIAS IN CITY’S SURVEY OF CITY COLLEGE PARKING 
The Reservoir Project's data collection was deliberately skewed to minimize apparent 
parking demand at City College.  It did this by collecting PM data from 10 pm to 12:30 
am when no classes are in session.  From the Reservoir Project's Balboa Area TDM 
Existing Conditions Report:  "The surveys were conducted during two periods; midday, between 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM; 
and late evening, between 10:00 PM to 12:30 AM." 
  
Why would a parking survey be performed between 10pm and 12:30am when any fool 
could tell you that the CCSF parking lot would be empty? 
  
DELIBERATELY OBSCURED:  CONTEXT OF RESERVOIR BEING A NEW PROJECT 
The TDM Study was a response to community concerns about transportation issues 
that would be generated by the new Reservoir Project that would impact the existing 
setting of City College and the surrounding neighborhoods. 
  
The TDM Framework obscures this context by placing the new Reservoir Project on an 
equal footing with City College and the surrounding neighborhoods.  The Balboa Area 
TDM Framework delineates three sub-areas:  1) City College Ocean Campus, 2) 
Balboa Reservoir , and 3) Balboa Area neighborhoods. 
 
The TDM Framework fails to  acknowledge the fact that the Balboa Reservoir sub-area, 
as a new proposed project, is responsible for mitigation of its adverse impacts.  Instead, 
the TDM Framework presents the Reservoir Project as a fact-on-the-ground with 
importance equal to--if not greater than--City College and the neighborhoods. 
 
THROWN OVERBOARD:  STUDENT INTERESTS OF ACCESS TO EDUCATION 
By putting the Reservoir Project on equal footing with City College and the 
neighborhoods, the Reservoir Project has been, with a sleight-of-hand, absolved of its 
CEQA responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts on the existing setting.  
 
Instead, mitigation has been dumped onto the Reservoir Project’s victims.   Instead of 
the Reservoir Project being held responsible for providing replacement parking for 
students, City College’s FMP has had to respond by proposing new parking structures 
on SFCCD property…..but with no realistic funding sources for such structures 
necessitated by eviction of student parking.  
  
INEQUITY IN BALBOA AREA TDM FRAMEWORK 
Page 18 of the TDM Framework has a section entitled "Parking availability."  The 
section brings up Balboa Park Station and City College as mahor trip generators.  The 
section says that concerns have been expressed about parking during class times.  Yet 
this "Parking availability" section pointedly avoids any mention whatsover of the 
impact of 2,200 new residents in a new residential project projected to contain 
about 550 parking spaces! 
 



On page 25, the TDM Framework has set up car-use reduction targets for the City 
College students and employees, and for the new Reservoir residents.  It has also 
proposed Residential Permit Parking for the neighborhoods: 
●     The target for City College is 20%. 
o      According to Figure 4 “Current and Recommended Mode Split, CCSF’s Ocean 
Campus”,  the TDM Framework calls for student drivers be cut back from 35% to 20% 
(a reduction of 43%). 
o      The TDM Framework calls for CCSF employee drivers to be cut back from 45% to 
20% (a reduction of 56%). 
●     The TDM Framework sets an initial car use target for new Balboa Reservoir 
residents to be 60%.  
o      In comparison, CCSF student car use is already down to 35%and CCSF employee 
car use is already down to 45% .  Further cuts to 20% mean that CCSF students and 
employees are being expected to sacrifice access to City College in order to 
benefit new Reservoir residents. 
●     The TDM Framework has called for neighborhood residents to initiate Residential 
Permit Parking to mitigate spillover parking generated by students who will no longer be 
able to park in the Reservoir and to discourage new Reservoir residents to park in the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  
o      This is another shameless example of dumping mitigation responsibilities onto the 
victims of the Reservoir Project instead of the new Project taking responsibility for its 
own adverse impacts. 
  
OVERARCHING GOALS 
The TDM Framework sets up 4 overarching goals: 

i. Reduce vehicle-miles traveled 
ii. Reduce auto trips 
iii. Reduce traffic congestion 
iv. Reduce transportation costs to preserve housing affordability 

  
FALSE EQUIVALENCE:  REDUCING CAR USE vs. STUDENT ACCESS 
Conspicuously missing from the list of overarching goals is:  ENSURING STUDENT 
ACCESS TO EDUCATION.  Other than providing Orwellian vacuous and perfunctory 
talk about “the importance of accessible education and  striv[ing] to establish equitable 
transportation choices…” the TDM Framework proffers no realistic or effective solution 
to the priorities shown to be important to CCSF stakeholders in data collected in the 
CCSF Transportation Survey.   
 
Hard data from the survey shows that “Reducing Travel Time” and “Arriving on Time” 
are overwhelmingly the most important considerations in choosing transportation mode. 
  
CONFLATING MEANS WITH ENDS:  THE OVERARCHING IMPORTANCE OF THE 
DESTINATION 



A fundamental flaw of the TDM Framework is that it only treats the issue of reducing car 
usage in isolation. 
  
It should not take a lot of smarts to realize that transportation is an issue only when 
there’s a destination involved.  Lacking a desired destination, transportation and parking 
are a non-issues. 
 
The TDM Framework fails to recognize the fact that transportation is just a way to get to 
a desired destination.  Instead, it dogmatically asserts that parking in and of itself 
generates traffic. 
 
TDM FRAMEWORK: SPEAR-CARRIER AND PROPAGANDA  FOR BALBOA 
RESERVOIR PROJECT 
The Nelson-Nygaard TDM documents serve as spearhead documents to advocate for 
the interests of the Balboa Reservoir Project, NOT for the interests of City College 
stakeholders or for the neighborhoods. 
 
The main significance of the TDM Framework is that it functions as a means for 
the Reservoir Project to avoid its responsibility to mitigate its adverse impacts. 
 
--aj  7/7/2018 



From: Fessler, Thomas (DBI)
To: Hui, Tom (DBI); Leung, David (DBI)
Cc: Hu, Ken (DBI); Pei, Carrie (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI); Poling, Jeanie

(CPC)
Subject: RE: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
Date: Thursday, October 11, 2018 8:37:25 AM

I have reviewed both documents and have found no issues regarding the Department of Building
Inspection.
 
Thank You Tom
 

From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 4:33 PM
To: Leung, David (DBI) <david.leung@sfgov.org>
Cc: Fessler, Thomas (DBI) <thomas.fessler@sfgov.org>; Hu, Ken (DBI) <ken.hu@sfgov.org>; Pei,
Carrie (DBI) <carrie.pei@sfgov.org>; Lowrey, Daniel (DBI) <daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org>; Ho, Gary (DBI)
<gary.ho@sfgov.org>; Jayin, Carolyn (DBI) <carolyn.jayin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
 
Hi David,
Please, have someone to review and comment of this EIR this week.
Bye
Tom

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Date: October 10, 2018 at 12:19:08 PM PDT
To: "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping
meeting

Hello,
 
The following documents were published today.
Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of a Public
Scoping Meeting
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Kevin Burke
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Support building more homes at Balboa Park!
Date: Thursday, October 11, 2018 1:48:16 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please approve the EIR that would allow for more homes to be
constructed there. I think this lot could easily hold 3,000 or 4,000
housing units but this is a good start.

I think it's important to start reversing the jobs/housing imbalances
we've seen recently, and to build more housing to try to reduce rents.

I think it's also important to build more housing in parts of San
Francisco that are not radioactive toxic liquefaction zones - Balboa
Park is not a radioactive toxic liquefaction zone and is thus really
suitable for more housing.

Thanks,
Kevin

--
Kevin Burke
phone: 925.271.7005 | kev.inburke.com

mailto:kev@inburke.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Wally Charles
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: RE: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
Date: Thursday, October 11, 2018 8:24:20 AM

 

Thank you
 

From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) [mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 4:02 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
 
Hello,
 
The following documents were published today.
Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of a Public Scoping Meeting
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fpropertymap.sfplanning.org%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cwcharles%40bayareametro.gov%7C0a33e552db7a43ff30d308d62f04569d%7C0d1e7a5560f044919f2e363ea94f5c87%7C1%7C0%7C636748093025044139&sdata=gbx2W3hmmgXKjSr%2B1vkqxy3ImQjDD1UbPZy93tXr7zc%3D&reserved=0


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Dennis Hong
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Supervisor Norman Yee
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case 2018-007883ENV
Date: Friday, October 12, 2018 9:40:39 AM

 

Good Morning Miss. Poling, We just received a notice that the NOP-DEIRIS (public
Scoping) Case# 2018-007883ENV - for the Balboa Park is available. Would it be
possible to place a hard copy of this Document at the 4th floor reception desk for us to
pick up to review and comment on?

Best, Dennis

mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.gibson@sfgov.org
mailto:norman@normanyee.com


  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Dennis Hong
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case 2018-007883ENV
Date: Friday, October 12, 2018 2:48:51 PM

Good afternoon Miss Poling, thanks for this follow up will swing by next week. Look
forward to submitting our comments next week. 

Best, Dennis

On Friday, October 12, 2018, 10:27:14 AM PDT, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello Mr. Hong,

 

I left it in an envelope with your name on it in the public pickup bin in Planning reception at 1650
Mission St, 4th floor.

 

Thank you.

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

 

 

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2018 9:40 AM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Supervisor Norman Yee
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case 2018-007883ENV

 

 

mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.gibson@sfgov.org
mailto:jane.kim@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


Good Morning Miss. Poling, We just received a notice that the NOP-DEIRIS (public Scoping)
Case# 2018-007883ENV - for the Balboa Park is available. Would it be possible to place a
hard copy of this Document at the 4th floor reception desk for us to pick up to review and
comment on?

 

Best, Dennis



From: Harry Bernstein
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Scoping
Date: Friday, October 12, 2018 10:31:35 AM

Hello, Ms. Poling

I have been reading about the upcoming scoping meeting (Oct. 30) for the Balboa
Reservoir Project.

I am here requesting that you send me the "full administrative record" for the
Reservoir Project.

Thank you, 

Harry Bernstein
On Tuesday, October 9, 2018, 12:23:26 PM PDT, Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, October 9, 2018
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Scoping
To: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com>

Hello Ms. Hanson,

 

On Wednesday, October 10th, we will be publishing the notice of availability (NOA) and
notice of preparation of an EIR/notice of a public scoping meeting, which will be held on
October 30, 2018, from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. in the Lick Wilmerding High School Cafeteria (Ann
Maisel Café) at 755 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco The NOA/NOP will be published on this
page. The NOA will also be distributed to interested parties, including neighborhood
groups, and anyone who is in the Balboa Reservoir outreach list, which includes people
associated with City College, Riordan, and other schools in the area. I don’t see your email
on the list yet, but I will add you to the list of interested parties.

 

We will not be posting the NOA at or near the site, as that is not required nor is our general
practice. We will, however, post notice at and near the site when the draft EIR is published.

 

Please feel free to pass on the notice to other interested parties. The purpose of the
scoping meeting is to receive oral comments from the public to assist the Planning
Department in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and

mailto:riquerique@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:chrissibhanson@gmail.com
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http://sf-planning.org/environmental-impact-reports-negative-declarations


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

information to be contained in the EIR for the project.

 

Thank you.

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

 

 

From: Christine Hanson [mailto:chrissibhanson@gmail. com] 
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 11:24 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Scoping

 

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

 

Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn sent out a message about an EIR scoping meeting that will talke place on
10/30/2018 at Lick Wilmerding.

 

Can you please tell me if a similar message has been sent, or will be sent to students, faculty and staff at
City College? Will the same message be sent to students, staff and parents of students at Riordan High
School?

 

Also, will notices of this scoping meeting be posted at multiple locations at City College Ocean Campus,
50 Phelan Avenue? Or at Riordan Campus, also on Phelan?

 

Thank you,

Christine Hanson

-- 

https://maps.google.com/?q=1650+Mission+Street,+Suite+400+San+Francisco,+CA+94103&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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https://maps.google.com/?q=50+Phelan+Avenue&entry=gmail&source=g


No Mud, No Lotus
Thich Nhat Hanh

-- 
No Mud, No Lotus
Thich Nhat Hanh



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Roan Kattouw
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR comment
Date: Friday, October 12, 2018 12:24:43 AM

 

In response to: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf

I'm writing to urge you to study a high-density housing option in the Balboa Reservoir EIR.
San Francisco has a crisis-level housing shortage, so we need every unit of housing we can
get, especially at this location near BART and City College.

The 1550-unit Additional Housing Option in the NOP is a good start (and should be studied!),
but it's not enough. Environmental review processes take a long time, and the housing crisis is
likely to get more dire in the meantime. We should not limit our future selves by studying an
insufficient range of options like with the Central SoMa Plan, where the lack of housing-rich
alternatives studied in the EIR years ago now prevents us from adding the housing we need
without doing a second EIR. For that reason I urge you to include high-density alternatives for
3000 and 5000 units in the Balboa Reservoir EIR.

Supervisor Malia Cohen explicitly requested this be done, at the Board of Supervisors meeting
where this environmental review process was initiated. She said: “Why haven’t we studied a
high density version of the project? 5,000 [units] to understand the full range. We have a
shortage of affordable housing. Let’s make it happen." I couldn't agree more.

Roan Kattouw

mailto:roan.kattouw@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC);

Rafael Mandelman
Subject: CEQA SCOPING for Reservoir: Contextualization of Existing Land Use and Public Services
Date: Sunday, October 14, 2018 3:48:05 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling, Environmental Planning Division:

According to the Notice of Preparation, the Reservoir EIR will be a "Subsequent EIR",
a lower tier of the top-tier Balboa Park Station Final EIR.

The program-level BPS FEIR (as opposed to the forthcoming project-level Reservoir
Subsequent EIR) determined that-- on the broad area-wide program level--there
would be no significant impacts on the CEQA environmental categories of LAND USE
and PUBLIC SERVICES. This determination of non-significance cannot be validly
extended to the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

The Reservoir Project will impact the existing physical land use condition/setting of it
being a parking lot that provides access to City College's educational public service. 
Developer forces have conveniently but inaccurately characterized the PUC
Reservoir as "an unpleasant void in the neighborhood."  Contrary to this
mischaracterization, the PUC Reservoir has in fact served for a long time as a student
parking lot.  The lot has been utilized continuously to provide an important public
purpose of providing access to the educational services of City College. 

The proposed physical elimination of student parking has had the secondary effect of
forcing City College's Facilities Master Plan (FMP) to add 2-3 new parking structures.
These new physical structures in the FMP are necessitated to counteract the adverse
impacts of the Reservoir Project on student access to the commuter college. 

The NOP cites Public Resources Code 21099:  
(3) This subdivision does not relieve a public agency of the requirement to
analyze a project's potentially significant transportation impacts related to air
quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.  The
methodology established by these guidelines shall not create a presumption
that a project will not result in significant impacts related to air quality, noise,
safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.  Notwithstanding the
foregoing, the adequacy of parking for a project shall not support a finding of
significance pursuant to this section.

The above-cited section of 21099 appears to unconditionally rule out parking

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:brcac@sfgov.org
mailto:thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:DHood@sfwater.org
mailto:rafaelmandelman@gmail.com


adequacy as an environmental factor.  However, this apparent unconditionality of the
stricture that it "shall not support a finding of significance", violates the concept of
"contextualization."

Judicial rulings have determined that parking must be "contextualized."  For example,
an initial contextualization was the differentiation between parking in urban contexts
vs. suburban contexts.

Proper contextualization in the Balboa Reservoir-City College context would
acknowledge the actual existing condition/setting of student parking that contributes
to furthering the public purpose of providing student access to public education at a
commuter school. 

So, despite the apparent "Heads I win, tails you lose" nature of the PRC 21099
citation, it believe it would fail the "contextualization" principle in judicial review.

I urge the Reservoir Developers to fully mitigate its adverse impact on City College. 
City College should not be forced to use hard-to-come-by, or non-existent, public
funds to to make up for the privatization of public lands.

Please enter this into the administrative record for 2018-007883ENV.

--Alvin Ja



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marilyn I. Rodriguez
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir comment
Date: Sunday, October 14, 2018 2:17:46 PM

 

Hi Jeanie,
I live in Sunnyside. The developer hasn't budge at all. On the contrary. It's getting
bigger and taller. 
All this stage and we have yet to see a traffic report? In one of our last meetings I
asked about the traffic jam it will increase on Phelan an their response was to open
more entries at Phelan. How's that going to help?
If I am being honest, I am discouraged. What else besides these meeting can we do
to mitigate this? 

This email was sent from cellphone.

Marilyn Ines Rodriguez
Real Estate Broker since 1986

415.948.3099
marilynir@KW.com
www.marilyninesr.com

mailto:marilynir@kw.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://www.marilyninesr.com/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: conorj@otterbrands.com
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa EIR
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 12:51:23 PM

 

Hello,
 
I am writing to encourage Planning to study the maximum number of housing units possible in the
EIR for the reservoir, at least 1500.  We need as much housing as possible.
 
Thank you.
 
Conor Johnston
Co-founder, East of Twin Peaks Neighborhood Association
415-902-0307
 

mailto:conorj@otterbrands.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


From: Ira Kaplan
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 7:31:17 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Jeanie,

Balboa Reservoir is large enough to support over 10,000 housing units. We have the technology. Given this, it
would be a real shame if the EIR didn’t allow for at least 1500. Thank you for your consideration.

Ira Kaplan
San Francisco resident

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:iradkaplan@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mike Fleming
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR: at least 1500 units
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 1:41:32 PM

 

Hi Jeanie--

I'm a Sunnyside homeowner (8 years continuous, first moved here 17 years ago) who is very
frustrated with the impact the housing crunch is having on teachers, firefighters, and even tech
workers like me.

I've followed the Balboa project and attended CAC meetings periodically, and am frustrated
that a handful of naysayers are chewing away at the project.

But I am excited to see the vibrance that new development has brought to Ocean Ave.

I encourage you to select a maximum number of units for the Balboa Reservoir EIR to at least
1500.

Let's make the most out of this space.

Mike

mailto:mikef@warble.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Nathan Ng
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: EIR for Housing in Balboa
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 10:50:18 PM

 

Hello Jeanie,

My name is Nathan and I have lived in Balboa Terrace for over 2 years and in San
Francisco for over 5 years. I heard about the EIR study at Balboa Reservoir and I
would like to say that having more units is more beneficial for the whole community,
especially on this side of San Francisco, where there is a lack of high-density
complexes. There is a housing shortage and we should do our part in increasing the
availability of housing.

I am in full support for a study to be conducted with a minimum of 1500 units.

I am traveling, so I will not be able to attend the meeting on Oct 15.

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you

Nathan Ng

mailto:nathannicholas@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Paul Anderson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Lisa Anderson
Subject: Support for Balboa Reservoir project
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 11:59:47 AM

 

Dear Ms. Poling:
My wife and I are residents of Monterey Heights and live about a mile from the Balboa Reservoir.
 
We would like to register our full support for the proposed development at this site and request that
the Environmental Impact Report for the site study putting at least 1,500 housing units on the site –
preferably more. We think the EIR should analyze the maximum number of housing units that can be
built at this site.
 
As you know, San Francisco has a desperate shortage of housing. There are few large parcels of
undeveloped land in the city. The Balboa Reservoir is located near excellent public transportation,
City College, schools, and other resources. It will bring additional badly needed consumers to the
area’s grocery stores, restaurants and other retail businesses, and provide exciting new housing
options for our community. We are eager to add as many new residents to our neighborhood as
possible and to see this site used to its maximum potential.
Please study putting at least 1,500 housing units on this site.
Thank you,
 
Paul Anderson
Lisa Anderson
46 San Jacinto Way,
San Francisco, CA 94127

mailto:pa94787@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:lisawanderson57@gmail.com


From: Phil Crone
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Studying 1500 Units in the Balboa Reservoir EIR
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 8:12:56 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Ms. Poling,

I am writing to voice my support for studying a minimum of 1500 units in the Balboa Reservoir EIR. I am a District
7 resident and live just several blocks away from the Balboa Reservoir site. (I hoped to attend tonight’s CAC
meeting, but got stuck late at work and so was unable to attend.)

The Bay Area’s housing affordability crisis requires action on many fronts, but we have no hope of solving this
challenge if we do not build large numbers of new market rate and subsidized affordable housing units. The Balboa
Reservoir site offers one of the best opportunities to add to San Francisco’s housing stock and create new homes for
our neighbors. It’s imperative that we build as many housing units as possible on this site — at least 1500, but
hopefully many more.

We also know that one of the most important actions we can take to fight climate change is to build dense housing
near transit. People will choose to use public transportation instead of private cars when we make it convenient for
them, when we allow them to live near transit. In light of the recent IPCC report on limiting global warming to
1.5℃, we must take every opportunity to decrease our carbon emissions as quickly as possible. By building dense
housing at the Balboa Reservoir site, in close proximity to both BART and Muni, we will take an important step in
San Francisco’s fight against climate change.

Many thanks for your time and consideration.

Best,
Phil Crone

mailto:philip.crone@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: theboss3
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 6:38:45 PM

 

Hello,

I am a longtime resident of Sunnyside and I would like to see a minimum of 1500 units built at
the Balboa Reservoir site. This is a prime location for density, being next to so much transit.

Thank you,
-- 
Sean M. Hall
theboss3@gmail.com

mailto:theboss3@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: T R
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Notice of Preparation of EIR & Upcoming Meetings
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 1:14:21 PM

 
Thank you for the notice. Unfortunately, I am out of town, and cannot attend the meeting today.

I just wanted to note that regardless of the design of the buildings, the number one issue in this city is the
housing shortage. Making things look better is good, but nothing is as good as having as much housing, as
quickly as possible. Please expedite the construction and habitation of the housing.

Theodore

From: San Francisco Planning Department <sfplanning@public.govdelivery.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 6:04 PM
To: biggihan@hotmail.com
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Notice of Preparation of EIR & Upcoming Meetings
 

Balboa Reservoir Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report, CAC Meeting on October 15, and EIR Scoping Meeting on October 30

Banner-Planning-OEWD-PUC

Dear Balboa Community Members,

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a notice of
preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) for the
Balboa Reservoir project. The Planning Department will hear comments
on the EIR scope at a public meeting on October 30, 2018, from 6-8pm
in the Lick Wilmerding High School Cafeteria (Ann Maisel Café) at 755
Ocean Avenue, San Francisco. You may also submit comments in writing
(see below for instructions).

Since the EIR process is legislated by the State’s California
Environmental Quality Act, public involvement will be managed in
parallel with the CAC, although City staff will keep the CAC and
community informed about the environmental review process. This will
include a brief update at the next CAC meeting on October 15th, from
6-8pm at the City College Multi-Use Building, Rm 140.

Below is more information on public participation in the EIR process.

The notice of preparation (NOP) document, which includes details on
what the EIR will analyze, is available for public review and can be
accessed on the Planning Department’s website at: http://sf-
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planning.org/sfceqadocs. Paper copies are also available at the Planning
Information Center counter at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, San
Francisco. Materials are also available for review by appointment at the
Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street.
(Contact Jeanie Poling at (415) 575-9072 or jeanie.poling@sfgov.org.)

Members of the public can provide feedback on the EIR scope in three
ways:

At a “public scoping” meeting on October 30, 2018, from 6-8 p.m.
in the Lick Wilmerding High School Cafeteria (Ann Maisel Café) at
755 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco.
Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on November
12, 2018. Written comments can be mailed to Jeanie Poling, San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103
Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on
November 12, 2018 if emailed to jeanie.poling@sfgov.org.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Planning Commission or
the Department. All written or oral communications, including
submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the
public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the
Department’s website or in other public documents.

The purpose of the EIR is to provide information about potential
significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to
describe and analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. The
preparation of an NOP and the EIR does not indicate a decision by the
City to approve or to disapprove the project. In fact, prior to making
any such approval decision, the decision makers must review and
consider the information contained in the EIR.

中文詢問請電: (415) 575-9010
Para información en Español llamar al: (415) 575-9010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: (415) 575-9121
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Zack Subin
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Ben Sedat; Laura Foote
Subject: Balboa Reservoir housing development: investigate 1500+ units
Date: Monday, October 15, 2018 4:10:28 PM

 

Dear Jeanie Poling,

I am a homeowner in the Ocean View neighborhood south of Ocean Ave, a 20 min
walk from the proposed development at Balboa Reservoir.  I am writing to request
that the Environmental Impact Report investigate including as much housing units as
possible at this site, such as 1500 units or more.

The state is currently experiencing a housing shortage that threatens affordability,
exacerbates inequality, and contributes to climate change by necessitating more
development away from dense, transit-accessible urban areas.  There is scarcely a
better place to add new housing in SF than this location, where a large, underutilized
parking lot currently sits amidst a sea of single-family homes, that is nevertheless
near City College, Balboa Park transit, and shopping on Ocean Ave.  As a
homeowner in the neighborhood, I think that this transit-oriented development has the
potential to improve the quality of the neighborhood for existing residents in a variety
of ways: it would help connect Balboa Park transit to the surrounding neighborhoods
and encourage more foot traffic and biking instead of driving, allow for greater
diversity of shopping and amenities, and provide parks and bike paths through the
area that all can use.  Most importantly, it would allow 1500+ additional individuals or
families to live in San Francisco.

Ideally, an EIR would not be required for dense, infill housing projects such as this
one, but given the current process, a high number of potential housing units should
be studied at this stage so as not to foreclose options later.

I am cc'ing my partner Ben Sedat, as well as Laura Foote at YIMBY Action, of which I
am a member.

Zack Subin
___________________________________________________
Zack Subin

subin@post.harvard.edu |  subin@berkeley.edu | zachary.subin@ethree.com 

mailto:zack.subin@fastmail.fm
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:bsedat@gmail.com
mailto:laura@yimbyaction.org
mailto:subin@post.harvard.edu
mailto:subin@berkeley.edu
mailto:zachary.subin@ethree.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Nick Marinakis
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR
Date: Tuesday, October 16, 2018 8:13:07 PM

 

Hello Jeanie,

I am a San Francisco resident and I am writing to support the Balboa Reservoir EIR. I would
like the maximum amount of potential units built, but I certainly believe that 1,500 units are
the minimum that should be studied.

San Francisco (and California more generally) is facing a crisis of housing and I believe any
effort to reduce the potential amount of new houses should be opposed.

Thank you,

Nick Marinakis

mailto:nicholas.marinakis@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Allan LeBlanc
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Friday, October 19, 2018 10:54:28 AM

 

Hi Jeanie,

I am an SF resident with 2 children that currently rents.  I would like to buy a home, but rising
home prices have kept that out of reach.

I am writing in support of the Balboa Reservoir project and specifically the expanded option
up to 1,500 units.  There is no reason not to build more housing on this site.  We should
embrace density in this city, especially near public transit.  The convenient location next to
BART will let residents skip car ownership - an expensive transportation option of which
more and more city residents are opting out.

I don't believe a small group of neighborhood residents afraid of change should dictate city-
wide housing policy.  All neighborhoods need to accept that change is necessary to address the
housing shortage.

Best Regards,
Allan

-- 
Allan LeBlanc
352.514.9626
allan.leblanc@gmail.com

mailto:allan.leblanc@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:allan_leblanc@mba.berkeley.edu


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: ajahjah
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir:Impact on Muni Railway"s Public Service
Date: Sunday, October 21, 2018 11:59:33 PM

 

IMPACT ON PUBLIC SERVICE - - MUNI

The introduction of  1100-1550 units--with 2200-3100 adults--will signicantly affect MUNI
service and reliability.

It would be unrealistic to expect  the 1100-1550 high-income occupants of the market-rate
housing to sacrifice their access to the convenience of their own Teslas, or use of Uber/Lyft, to
ride on overcrowded and unreliable MUNI vehicles.

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework projects a 60% single-occupant vehicle mode split for
Reservoir residents. 

The Reservoir Project proposes vehicle access at two points:   1) Lee extension, and 2) City
College easement adjacent to Riordan High. 

Even without accounting for a Balboa Reservoir development, the Balboa Park Station Area
FEIR had recommended against a Lee extension (which had been proposed by City College)
because of unacceptable impacts on the K line and creating "F" Level of Service (LOS). 

The Lee extension would also make the 29, which turns at Plymouth, much more unreliable. 

"Level of Service" is no longer used to determine transportation impacts in general. However,
in specific,  the "F" LOS would directly and severely impact MUNI's ability to provide
reliable service. 

The other access point for the Reservoir Project would be the City College easement alongside
Riordan which is currently used for access to student parking.   Added Reservoir Project
residents' use of this easement would severely impact the 43 line's reliability. 

In addition to severe impacts on the K, 29 and 43, the 8 and 49 would have a harder time
getting to their terminal.

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:brcac@sfgov.org
mailto:thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org


And just wait - - the MUNI Forward /Transit Effectiveness Program might extend the 52
Excelsior to terminate at the City College too! 

Transit First??? 

--Alvin Ja 
Retired MUNI Operator/Inspector/Dispatcher/Instructor



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marilyn I. Rodriguez
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Date: Sunday, October 21, 2018 6:38:58 PM

 

Dear Jeanie,
I am in support of vehicle access through San Ramon. Its unfair for Sunnyside to bare the
traffic while Westwood Park bares none.
I like to also see a traffic report and its footprint by adding 1,500 units. That number is
offensive!
Thank you,

This email was sent from cellphone.

Marilyn Ines Rodriguez
Real Estate Broker since 1986

415.948.3099
marilynir@KW.com
www.marilyninesr.com

mailto:marilynir@kw.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://www.marilyninesr.com/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Stuart Rosenthal
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Housing
Date: Monday, October 22, 2018 9:29:04 PM

 

Dear Ms Poling,

As a 30+ year resident of the Sunnyside and former Sunnyside Neighborhood
President for multiple terms, I am outraged at the change in direction the Planning
Department has taken after years of neighborhood input regarding housing density
and the subsequent amount of traffic that will impact the Sunnyside.  Freda Kahlo
Way, is already severely burdened by traffic after the city reduced the lanes to two in
favor of bike paths. I am an avid biker and support appropriate bike lanes but the
traffic on Frida Kahlo and surrounding streets, including Gennessee and Forester is
down right dangerous now.  How much increase in traffic will the Sunnyside streets
of Judson, Forester and Gennessee see? They are already over loaded and dangerous
to drive, let alone bike or walk across the street. 
Why is Westwood Park, San Ramon Way not included in this plan? Why does
Sunnyside take all the brunt of increased vehicular traffic?
These are real questions that all my neighbors ask and are concerned about.

Thank you,
Stuart Rosenthal
304 Gennessee St.
SF, CA 94112

mailto:stuartames@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Joseph Alvarado
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: DO not even consider another transfer of wealth development @ CCSF, if you wan to build something build a

parking garage to serve the students and a playing field on top so later the field adjacent to Batmale can be
developed at a later date...

Date: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 7:41:26 PM

 

-- 

Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden, and I will
give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn of me; for I am
meek and lowly in heart: and ye shall find rest unto your
souls. For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light.    Matthew
11:28-30   (KJV)

For I reckon that the sufferings of this present time are not worthy
to be compared with the glory which shall be revealed in us. 
 Romans 8:18   (KJV)

Illegitimi non carborundum

Sincerely yours,

Joseph W. Alvarado

1255-25th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94122 

(415) 564-0199
jwalimited@gmail.com

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are solely for the
intended recipient and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information

mailto:jwalimited@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jwalimited@gmail.com


protected by law. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or
distribution of the information included in this message is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail, telephone immediately and
permanently delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Christine Godinez Jackson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir scoping meeting at LWHS Oct 30 6 pm
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 1:47:10 PM

Hi Jeanie,

We can provide a large screen and mic stands, but you will need to bring your own
projector. Hope that helps! :)

Christy

On Wed, Oct 24, 2018 at 6:24 PM, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:
Yes. I expect the meeting to end at 9 at the latest. Thanks.

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Christine Godinez Jackson <cgodinez@lwhs.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 6:04:28 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir scoping meeting at LWHS Oct 30 6 pm
 

 

Hi Jeanie,

Here are responses to your questions. I'm happy to chat on Monday if you have any last
minute questions. 

·       Please put out a podium if you have it
·       Did you locate your projector and screen? If not, we’ll bring them - I will know by
tomorrow. We are still in the process of moving boxes.
·       A directional sign is attached. Please post on doors and the easel at the Ocean
Avenue entrance 
·       Do you have desktop mic stands to put on the moderator’s table and podium? If
not we’ll hold/pass along the mics - I will check to see.
·       Please check the batteries in both mics
·       Where are the restrooms located? - The restrooms are located in the same
building, but on the first floor.
·       I’ll bring extra AAs batteries and extension cords just in case
·        We don’t know how many people are coming and are planning to speak, but if
it’s more than 30, we’ll limit each speaker to 2 minutes instead of 3 minutes. Is it OK

mailto:cgodinez@lwhs.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://aka.ms/o0ukef
mailto:cgodinez@lwhs.org


if the meeting goes much later than 8 pm? - It's okay for the meeting to go longer,
but we need to know ASAP. Are you thinking 9pm? Our Facilities Team needs to
clean the space and they have to readjust their schedule if the meeting goes late.

On Tue, Oct 23, 2018 at 6:04 PM, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Christine,

 

Thanks for showing me the cafeteria last week. I’ve been thinking about the logistics for
the scoping meeting, and I decided it would be better to have the projector in the back of
the room (see layout attached) and let me know if there are plugs for the projector and
court reporter in the areas marked. A few questions and reminders for you:

 

·       Please put out a podium if you have it

·       Did you locate your projector and screen? If not, we’ll bring them

·       A directional sign is attached. Please post on doors and the easel at the Ocean Avenue
entrance

·       Do you have desktop mic stands to put on the moderator’s table and podium? If not
we’ll hold/pass along the mics

·       Please check the batteries in both mics

·       Where are the restrooms located?

·       I’ll bring extra AAs batteries and extension cords just in case

·        We don’t know how many people are coming and are planning to speak, but if it’s
more than 30, we’ll limit each speaker to 2 minutes instead of 3 minutes. Is it OK if the
meeting goes much later than 8 pm?

 

I’ll be there by 5 and ask for you.

 

Thanks,

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://maps.google.com/?q=1650+Mission+Street,+Suite+400+San+Francisco,+CA+94103&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.sfplanning.org/


San Francisco Property Information Map

 

-- 
Christine Godinez Jackson
Director of Student Inclusion, Leadership and Civic Engagement
Lick-Wilmerding High School
415.333.4021 x217

The Center Blog - Helping students find internship, volunteer, and work experiences.

-- 
Christine Godinez Jackson
Director of Student Inclusion, Leadership and Civic Engagement
Lick-Wilmerding High School
415.333.4021 x217

The Center Blog - Helping students find internship, volunteer, and work experiences.

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
http://blogs.lwhs.org/centerblog/
http://blogs.lwhs.org/centerblog/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rita M EVANS
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Option and Variants
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 8:42:18 AM

 

Jeanie,

I'm preparing comments on the NOP for the BR project and have a question about the Option
and Variants to be analyzed.

Is there an assumption in the Option and the three Developer Proposed Variants that there will
be no vehicular access via San Ramon Way ("Paseo")? And by extension, does that mean that
vehicular access via San Ramon Way ("Paseo") is not being considered by the development
team?

Rita Evans
Sunnyside

-- 
Rita Evans
 

Virus-free. www.avg.com

mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
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From: Rita M EVANS
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir EIR Option and Variants
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 5:23:45 PM

Thanks, and I'll follow up on your suggestion. Rita

On Thu, Oct 25, 2018 at 4:02 PM, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rita,

 

The environmental planning process involves evaluation of what a project sponsor has
proposed; we don’t develop the project. For the Balboa Reservoir project, the project
sponsor has not proposed vehicle access at San Ramon.

 

However, during the environmental review process, we will identify impacts, and then we
will identify mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce those impacts. In your scoping
comments, you are welcome to say that you would like to see San Ramon Way vehicle
access as a project alternative.

 

Thanks,

Jeanie

 

From: Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 2:22 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir EIR Option and Variants

 

Thank you for your speedy reply.

 

Do you know why vehicular access is not being considered in any of the options or variants?

 

Rita

 

mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Virus-free. www.avg.com

 

On Thu, Oct 25, 2018 at 1:24 PM, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rita,

 

We will be evaluating two project options and three variants, all of which assume no
vehicle access via San Ramon Way.

 

Thanks,

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

 

 

 

 

From: Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 8:42 AM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Option and Variants

 

 

Jeanie,

 

http://www.avg.com/email-signature?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail
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I'm preparing comments on the NOP for the BR project and have a question about the
Option and Variants to be analyzed.

 

Is there an assumption in the Option and the three Developer Proposed Variants that there
will be no vehicular access via San Ramon Way ("Paseo")? And by extension, does that
mean that vehicular access via San Ramon Way ("Paseo") is not being considered by the
development team?

 

Rita Evans

Sunnyside

 

--

Rita Evans

 

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com

 

 

--

Rita Evans

 

-- 
Rita Evans
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Cultural and Environmental Department 
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
Phone (916) 373-371 O 
Email: nahc@nahc.ca.gov 
Website: http://www.nahc.ca.gov 
Twitter: @CA_NAHC 

October 26, 2018 

Jeanie Poling 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission St, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479 

RE: SCH# 2018102028 Balboa Reservoir Project, San Francisco County 

Dear Ms. Poling: 

Edmund G Brown Jr 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project referenced above. The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code 
§21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. 
Code Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 
subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1 )). In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are 
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE). 

CEQAwas amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of2014) (AB 52) amended 
CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, "tribal cultural resources" (Pub. Resources Code §21074) 
and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.2). 
Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code 
§21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, 
or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or 
amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or 
after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both 
SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the federal National 
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply. 

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent 
discoveries of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary 
of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources 
assessments. 

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other 
applicable laws. 



AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements: 

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project: Within 
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency 
to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal 
representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested 
notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes: 

a. A brief description of the project. 
b. The lead agency contact information. 
c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)). 
d. A "California Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on 

the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18). 
(Pub. Resources Code §21073). 

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 
Negative Declaration. Mitigated Negative Declaration. or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall 
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. (Pub. 
Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated 
negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)). 

a. For purposes of AB 52, "consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 
(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)). 

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe requests 
to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation: 

a. Alternatives to the project. 
b. Recommended mitigation measures. 
c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)). 

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation: 
a. Type of environmental review necessary. 
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources. 
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources. 
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may 

recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)). 

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some 
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to 
the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a California 
Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential 
appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to 
the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1 )). 

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a 
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of 
the following: 

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource. 
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to 

pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact 
on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)). 
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following 
occurs: 

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a 
tribal cultural resource; or 

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be 
reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 {b)). 

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Uoon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any 
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)). 

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 
Code §21082.3 (e)). 

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That. If Feasible. May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources: 

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to: 
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context. 

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 
appropriate protection and management criteria. 

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and 
meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following: 

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource. 
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource. 

111. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places. 
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 {b)). 
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized 

California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California 
prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation 
easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)). 

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts 
shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991 ). 

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental 
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted 
unless one of the following occurs: 

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 
§21080.3.2. 

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed 
to engage in the consultation process. 

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code 
§21080.3.1 {d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code 
§21082.3 {d)). 

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, "Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices" 
may be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/1 O/AB52Triba1Consultation CalEPAPDF.pdf 
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SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open 
space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and Research's 
"Tribal Consultation Guidelines," which can be found online at: 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 _ 14_ 05 _Updated_ Guidelines _922. pdf 

Some of SB 18's provisions include: 

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific 
plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by 
requesting a "Tribal Consultation List." If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government must 
consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3 
(a)(2)). 

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation. 
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research 

pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning 
the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public Resources 
Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city's or county's jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3 (b)). 

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which: 
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for 

preservation or mitigation; or 
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that 

mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation. 
(Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18). 

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and "Sacred Lands 
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/ 

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments 

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the 
following actions: 

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will 
determine: 

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. 
b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE. 
c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE. 
d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present. 

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing 
the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. 

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human 
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be 
made available for public disclosure. 

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 
appropriate regional CHRIS center. 
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3. Contact the NAHC for: 
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the Sacred 

Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for consultation 
with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project's APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the project 
site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does 
not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for the 
identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for 
the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 
affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for 
the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and 
Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and associated 
grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact 

me at my email address: Debbie.Treadway@nahc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Debbie Treadway 
Enviromental Scientist 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Aaron Goodman
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir 2018-007883ENV - Oct 30th 6-8pm Meeting - Comments
Date: Sunday, October 28, 2018 7:37:29 PM

 

Jeanie Poling EIR Coordinator 
SF Planning Dept. 1650 Mission St. Suite 400
SF, CA 94103

Email: Jeanie.Poling@sfgov.org

RE: Balboa Reservoir 2018-007883ENV 

I am unable to attend the Oct. 30th 6-8pm EIR hearing but would like to submit the following
comments as an individual on the proposal. 

My concerns stem from my involvement in transit connectivity and the increased congestion
along Ocean Ave. between the Mission and West side neighborhoods. This is worsening and
the main concern I have is how much additional traffic impact will occur with the Balboa
Reservoir Project and future CCSF proposal. In similar concern raised to the SFSU-
CSU/Parkmerced/Stonestown cumulative impacts, D7/D10/D11 will all face seriously
increased traffic and congestion and roadways and freeway off/on ramps in the area already
back up significantly during morning and evening commutes. 

The speeds and concerns for not being able to get across the city on the 49 bus and other muni
systems is critical and at a breaking point. This requires INVENTIVE solutions on EIR's that
look at alternatives that include joint-co-development of transit and infrastructure changes that
solve for the common development needs.

In this vein I hope you will consider an alternative on the Balboa Reservoir Project that
directly links to the northern side entry of the Balboa Park Station via a
pedestrian/bike/autonomous electric shuttle system that can link people directly along the
south side of CCSF across their site, and over the freeway to the tony-sacco way, and provide
and produce a co-developed alternative shared in concept with the CCSF masterplanners to
shift the parking needs of CCSF to the eastern side of the site, with a direct off-ramp from the
freeway into the garage, with housing and new buildings above. The upper plinth level could
have sunken courtyards and towers for housing adjacent to the freeway, providing CCSF new
housing options on site, and parking adjacent and near to the Balboa Park Station, while also
providing a "through-way" across the campus using the topographical change to bring people
down to the BART/MUNI station. 

It is critical to look at the Balboa Park station as an intermodal site, able to provide
transferability between lines. 

The J-M-K-T(future) lines could link directly above or under the Balboa Park Station and
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create a real "relay" station to allow flexibility in the muni lines. 

By providing an autonomous shuttle small micro-bus or trolley system on an elevated tram
which can be coupled or direct short-linked with bike and pedestrian green-way elevated route
improvements CCSF and the Balboa Reservoir can directly improve each others real estate,
with the linking mono-rail or bus system and quickly ferry people to the bart station and other
linking train systems.

Its a solution worth including as an option or "buy-in" from the Balboa Reservoir project, and
although "outside" the boundaries of the site, should be included due to the obvious benefit to
both developments in a centralized transportation improvement that keeps people out of cars
and onto mass transit. 

Ignoring the domino effects of side development and future projects, there will be more
congestion not less on ocean ave, and aready it is at a critical mass point. 

Thank you for considering this as a transit alternative to solve for the future growth impacts of
the Balboa Reservoir Site. 

Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman D11 
amgodman@yahoo.com 

(*Note: for open-transparency and sunshine, I am a member of  SFT  SFTomorrow.org, the
TAO_SF group (save-muni) and current Chair of the Balboa Park Station CAC, however am
submitting these comments as an individual, concerned with the impacts of these
developments and lacking infrastructure projects to support the growth created by them.) 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Andrew Ciscel
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: public land use: 100% LOW-INCOME HOUSING
Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 7:22:07 PM

 

Dear Jeanie Poling,

I hope this finds you well. I am a District 9, SF resident and voter, writing to provide public comment on the current plan to
develop housing on the Balboa Reservoir. 

The lot is currently being used more than 5 days per week - if housing is right direction to go, there is time to develop it as a
100% affordable housing complex. No need to rush it with millionaire developers. 

CCSF / Ocean Ave. would be an excellent area for ALL LOW-INCOME HOUSING, assuming that is decided to be the best
use. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Andrew Ciscel

mailto:ciscel@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jane Ivory Ernstthal
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 6:18:45 PM

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

I wish  to submit my comment for  the public record regarding  the Balboa Reservoir Project.    I am

concerned  that  the  project  will  have  adverse  environmental,  social,  and  physical  impacts  on  the

surrounding homes, businesses, and especially on City College of San Francisco.

Specifically,  the  loss  of  parking  will  result  in  the  following  physical  changes  in  the  surrounding

environment:

Enrollment at CCSF will drop
The neighborhoods will be flooded with cars looking for parking
The businesses will lose revenue due to loss of customers from CCSF
Loss of  staging  for  the  construction of  the Performing Arts Education Center  at City College

and  other  new  buildings  being  considered  for  construction  at  City  College,  including  parking
structures.

The motorcycle training course will lose its location.
The drastic increase in population density of the area will increase traffic, including from Lyft

and Uber.
The increase in delivery traffic passing through the entrance along Frida Kahlo Way will affect

students’ getting to class and the bus lines.
The  development  will  increase  the  population  in  the  area  substantially  without  increasing  the

infrastructure and availability of commodities such as supermarkets.
The area is already at the peak of transportation congestion and the addition of this many more

new households will further increase this congestion.

Sincerely,

 Jane Ivory Ernstthal, RN, FNP-BC

Faculty/Nurse Practitioner
City College of San Francisco
Student Health Services
50 Phelan Ave, HC-100
San Francisco, CA 94112
Phone Number: (415) 239-3110 x 5383
Fax Number: (415) 239-3193  
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please
notify the system manager. This message contains confidential information and is intended only for
the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or
copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by
mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of
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this information is strictly prohibited.



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Meg Pirnie Kammerud
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa development
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 3:20:09 PM

 

Good afternoon, Jeanie,

I am writing today to support the development of Balboa Reservoir with the maximum number
of housing units possible.  1,500 is a reasonable number of units for an area with great transit
options and growing businesses.  Our city is in great need of housing near transit for all of our
SF families, and this is just the opportunity the city should support without unnecessary
reduction in the size of the project.

I live in Glen Park and come to Balboa Park often.  I am looking forward to the increased
vibrancy offered by higher density housing and more people to support our local businesses. 
And I will do everything in my power to support such projects across the city.  We must build
housing to support San Francisco families and keep our city and our region healthy.

Please support the Balboa Reservoir project with at least 1,500 units -- and even consider more
units, not less.

All the best,
Meg Kammerud
810 Congo Street

mailto:meg.kammerud@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mike Zonta
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 10:55:42 AM

 

I'm all in favor of developing the Balboa Reservoir.  I live in the Avalon Apartments adjacent to the site,
and I think their apartments are not very well built or managed.  Noise is a constant problem from the
tenant above me and a new tenant moves in every year.

Nonetheless, the idea of a mixed development with affordable and market-rate apartments is a good one.

Mike Zonta
Avalon Ocean Avenue
San Francisco
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mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Monica Collins
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC); fightbacksaveccsf13@googlegroups.com
Subject: Oct 30, 2018 Scoping Meeting Comment
Date: Saturday, October 27, 2018 12:15:50 PM

 

Dear Ms Poling, Board Members and all concerned, 

I'm a long term resident of the Sunnysde, as well as a former staffer at City College for almost
a quarter of a century. I worked in Student Services on Ocean campus for about 14 of those
years and became well aquainted with the concerns and needs of CCSF's students. 
Replacing all or most of the Balboa Reservoir parking lot is in my opinion a short sighted,
feel-good reaction to traffic and parking concerns. No one I know can quite explain how the
term "transit rich" applies, when BART and Muni are calamitously overcrowded, vehicles not
always stopping for rush hour riders. It is sophistry to pretend that most of our students who
live outside of SF have ready access to transit. BART serves relatively few communities, and
for nearly all of those commuters, either a bus or a car is necessary to access the stations.
BART was never designed to serve most towns, of course, being a train, not a bus. BART is
also quite expensive for the typical student, and a great number of CCSF students are low
income. 
Other than that, many of our students have had very challenged lives. Many are in recovery,
some have been abused, a number homeless, and we serve refugees and immigrants by the
thousands. There are lots of single or low income parents, many with more than one job,
having to pay rent.  Some with kids in two schools. It's ridiculous to assume that transit makes
sense in their situation,for the most part.
CCSF is not a junior college, and does not serve mostly 17 to 19 year olds, by any measure.
They are a lifeline for the mature student, late twenties, thirties, even in their fifties and older.
These folks are looking for a vocation, a trade, ESL classes, as well as academic classes for
university. Many recall what happened a couple of years ago when the Alemany /Civic Center
Campus was closed with no notice. No one is  quite sure what happened to those many
students, many Tenderloin residents and ESL learners, struggling to get by. So many dropped
out. 
It's understandable that many will say that we should consider other situations besides those of
these students. I do care about them, deeply, myself. Other than that, we can choose not only
to improve exponentially the lives of second chance, even last chance learners. Their success
redounds to not only their families, not only CCSF, but to San Francisco and the Bay Area, as
they become happy and successful taxpayers. I cannot count the number of  former students
I've encountered now working in their field, their profession, or studying in university. Many
go from welfare to being proud workers with newfound self esteem. 
As for that parking lot, yes, we all understand that parking lots are suddenly very
unfashionable. They certainly are not good looking. We get that cars are not good, and that the
idea of people zooming around in cars, is undesirable and not something our city leaders want
anymore. 
That said, what do we do for these people to get them out of cars, to find satisfactory
alternatives to driving? Car shaming is Puritan at best. We know how Prohibition of alcohol
worked out. The mindset that gave us Prohibition, is giving us car shaming. Those of us who
do not now depend on vehicles to get around for work and school, can easily criticize those
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who have no choice. For over two generations, the "destroy transit and build freeways" trope
has governed our cities. Yes, we look back in horor at this misguided idea, brought to us by
firms who wanted to build the cars, the tires for the cars, the freeways themselves. We know
better. 
But social engineering with no plan, no timeline, and NO BUDGET, is a joke, at best, and a
huge calamity at worst. I don't want to waste your time addressing the horrid mess on a one
lane road, Frida Kahlo/ Phelan, where the school and the proposed residential towers are to be
located, nor the parking mess, blocked driveways, traffic jams from Monterey Bl to Ocean to
Freeway 280, that are likely to result when thousands of desperate drivers search for parking
on our little streets, often blocking driveways. I think neighbors will bring it up in their
comments. 
Insofar as infrastructure provided for thousands of new residents, that's on us, the residents,
not the developer. Electrical grid will be challenged. Access to water. EMS/ Fire Dept trying
to make their way to the apartments. There will be no good place for the thousands of new
residents to shop for groceries. Whole Foods is busy all the time, frequently out of groceries
and produce, and mostly quite expensive. The nearest Safeway on Monterey is thumbnail
sized, usually crowded,  is not that well run (last time I was there, the express counters were
closed, there were long lines, and one cash register would not accept credit cards, just cash.)
Being tiny, they don't carry a lot. Families needing groceries will- surprise! Jump into cars and
drive to a real grocery store. 
Others may point out that ride sharing services such as Lyft and Uber, which solve a lot of
problems, also create other problems. Residents will be using these in great numbers. The
drivers often block Muni and restricted zones, creating headaches for not only drivers but
transit riders. The drivers also block traffic lanes. 
The situation on Ocean Bl now is pretty calamitous. Left turners block the left lane, Whole
Foods shoppers block the right lane. Double parkers are rife. Prepare for much worse if the
huge residential towers are built. One does not "punish" drivers with deliberate traffic jams.
One punishes transit riders, businesses, and the whole neighborhood. 
The proposed residential towers are not only dense and harmful to the life and character of the
neighborhoods adjoining, and to CCSF itself, but the units for rent are very expensive. First of
all "UP TO" fifty percent affordable housing is a sham in itself and is a  promise of nothing.
We've all seen stores that have "UP TO" fifty percent discounts. Meaning what, 25%, maybe? 
I don't know anyone who thinks $4,000 for a one bedroom apartment (which will only go up,
these are today's rents with AvalonBay apartments on Ocean nearby) is "market rate" for
working or middle classes. This is Exhibit A, why SF is losing our precious families. It's
becoming a city for the rich, some elders who bought back then (and who are facing open
hostility and tremendous criticism from YIMBY and the 'build it to the skies' crowd), and the
unfortunate homeless. Is this either desirable or sustainable? We are losing diversity as well
and seeing more professional whites and Asians buying property or being able to afford these
rents, but we will  lose African Americans and Latinos, for the most part. Maybe it's not nice
to call this 'bleaching'. What about ethnic cleansing? I am sure no one intends this; I am also
sure someone is inadvertently causing it! 
It is short sighted and very harmful to our whole city to continue with this 'build it big no
matter what' trend. How arrogant to pretend the neighbors do not have a say, that we are the
ones who are short sighted and need to be told what's going to be imposed on us, against our
wills! 
If you've ever been to Paris, you may admire the beauty of the 20 Arondissements or districts
of the city. And if you've been beyond the city limits, you may have noticed the residential
towers, town after town, shaded, ugly, windswept plazas and the vertical 'ice cube trays'
housing those not well off enough to live in the glamorous city proper. 



Who comes to SF to enjoy our traffic jams? Our enormous towers all over the city? Our
expensive parking? The homeless living on the street near Civic Center? The expensive
hotels? (hint: NO ONE.) Our beauty is  why they visit, and spend big bucks vacationing &
attending conventions here. This is revenue and a huge local industry. There is a reason the
Paris city parents restrict ugly dense towers, though they represent short term revenue for the
city. And yet that is exactly what we do here. Like a drug addict, we are addicted to revenue
from the builders. We are sellng our birthright for a mess of pottage, to use a Biblical term. 
At this time we are  starting to experience dipping home prices, slower property sales, softer
rents, which in my opinion, is all to the good. The price of labor, materials, and running jobs
like this (I was an electrician for some years and am NOT anti development, one bit) can only
continue to rise. Many apartments are going vacant and unrented, even as empty storefronts
can be written off by property owners, which is causing blight. The always-growing (used to
be 500 units, then 1100, then 1300, now 1550, or ???) project on Balboa Reservoir is not only
ill advised, it's also ill timed. 
Thank you for reading all of this! 
Respectfully submitted, Monica Collins
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If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet 
(although use of this form is not required). Please submit written comments in person at today's 
public scoping meeting, or by mail to Jeanie Poling, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or to jeanie.poling@sfgov.org. All comments 
must be submitted no later than November 12, 2018. 

Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the project here. Use the back of the sheet or 
additional pages if necessary. 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Taylor Hughes
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir project support
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 7:39:03 AM

 

Hi,

I can't make it to the neighborhood meeting tonight because I have to work late in order to pay
for housing in San Francisco. I live in Sunnyside at Joost/Congo, and part of the reason it's so
expensive is there isn't enough housing supply to drive down prices.

My wife and I walk by the Balboa Reservoir parking lot all the time when we go to Ocean
Ave for dinner or groceries — it is shameful that this giant empty parking lot might remain
empty.

1500 units of housing would be amazing! If people are concerned about parking, can't we
place a parking garage in 1/6th of the space and put an apartment building on the rest?

thanks,
Taylor Hughes
350 Joost Ave
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC); BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary,

Commissions (CPC); Hood, Donna (PUC)
Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS)
Subject: Impact on Public Services and Cultural Resources (MUNI, City College, schools)
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 8:40:00 AM
Attachments: 2018-11-1 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.docx

 

Dear Ms. Poling:

Please enter the following (also attached as WORD document) into the Administrative Record for the
Reservoir Project:

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES, PUBLIC SERVICES

 
Balboa Reservoir Development:  Subsequent EIR to Balboa Park Station Program-level Final EIR
The Balboa Park Station Program-level Final EIR had already made some determinations of unavoidable
impacts on the Public Service of Municipal Railway operations.  These determinations had already been
made without the consideration of the Tier 2 Balboa Reservoir development.  Any additional impacts
generated by the Tier 2 Balboa Reservoir project cannot logically reverse or make better the
determinations of unavoidable significant impacts already contained in the BPS FEIR.
 
The Community Partners LLC plan envisions two vehicle access points to the development:  1)  Lee
Extension, 2)  City College easement south of Riordan/Kahlo Way (Phelan).
 
Lee Extension
The Lee Extension has already been treated extensively in the BPS FEIR.  The Lee Extension was
analyzed in relation the City College’s desire to have access to what is now the East Reservoir via
Ocean/Lee.  The conclusions for the City College-proposed Lee Extension should apply to the Reservoir
Development as well, if not even more so.
 
The BPS was written before the Phelan Loop/Mercy and Kragen/Avalon projects were completed.  The
current conditions for transit operations have been worse than was projected in the BPS FEIR.   Even
then, the BPS FEIR had already reached the following conclusions without even taking into consideration 
1100-1550 Reservoir housing units:
 

Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified, and the impact
on the K Ingleside line would remain significant and unavoidable.  (SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED, BPS FEIR p. 60)

 
… In order to avoid this significant impact, the provision of vehicular access to City
College parking facilities through Lee Avenue is not recommended.  (FEIR, p. 185)
In summary, absent adoption and implementation of mitigation that reduces to a level of
insignificance the transportation impacts associated with provision of full access to CCSF
parking facilities from the Lee Avenue extension, such access would create significant
traffic impacts. Any future plan to allow full access to CCSF parking facilities from the Lee
Avenue extension would require separate environmental review.  (FEIR, p. 186)
… traffic levels on Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue would correspondingly increase,
leading to undesirable conditions for traffic, transit, and pedestrians on Ocean Avenue. 
(FEIR, p. 186)

BPS FEIR conclusion for “Access Option #1: Under this option, CCSF would be allowed westbound right-turn-
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:  

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES, PUBLIC SERVICES



Balboa Reservoir Development:  Subsequent EIR to Balboa Park Station Program-level  Final EIR

The Balboa Park Station Program-level Final EIR had already made some determinations of unavoidable impacts on the Public Service of Municipal Railway operations.  These determinations had already been made without the consideration of the Tier 2 Balboa Reservoir development.  Any additional impacts generated by the Balboa Reservoir project cannot logically reverse or make better the determinations of unavoidable significant impacts already contained in the BPS FEIR.



The Community Partners LLC plan envisions two vehicle access points to the development:  1)  Lee Extension, 2)  City College easement south of Riordan/Kahlo Way (Phelan).



Lee Extension

The Lee Extension has already been treated extensively in the BPS FEIR.  The Lee Extension was analyzed in relation the City College’s desire to have access to what is now the East Reservoir via Ocean/Lee.  The conclusions for the City College-proposed Lee Extension should apply to the Reservoir Development as well, if not even more so.



The BPS was written before the Phelan Loop/Mercy and Kragen/Avalon projects were completed.  The current conditions for transit operations have been worse than was projected in the BPS FEIR.   Even then, the BPS FEIR had already reached the following conclusions without even taking into consideration 1100-1550 Reservoir housing units:



Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified, and the impact on the K Ingleside line would remain significant and unavoidable.  (SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED, BPS FEIR p. 60)



… In order to avoid this significant impact, the provision of vehicular access to City College parking facilities through Lee Avenue is not recommended.  (FEIR, p. 185)

In summary, absent adoption and implementation of mitigation that reduces to a level of insignificance the transportation impacts associated with provision of full access to CCSF parking facilities from the Lee Avenue extension, such access would create significant traffic impacts. Any future plan to allow full access to CCSF parking facilities from the Lee Avenue extension would require separate environmental review.  (FEIR, p. 186)

… traffic levels on Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue would correspondingly increase, leading to undesirable conditions for traffic, transit, and pedestrians on Ocean Avenue.  (FEIR, p. 186)

BPS FEIR conclusion for “Access Option #1: Under this option, CCSF would be allowed westbound right-turn-only ingress on Lee Avenue.”: 

Therefore, as a result of the excessive queuing that would affect operations at the Ocean/Phelan/Geneva intersection and the secondary effects that the provision of westbound right-turn-only ingress would cause, the provision of CCSF westbound right-turn ingress at the Ocean/Lee intersection would result in substantial adverse transportation impacts. Restricting CCSF ingress would allow normal access to Area Plan projects and would avoid potential spillover effects on neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan. (FEIR, p. 189)

In summary, it would be possible to allow CCSF vehicles to utilize Lee Avenue as an egress from the campus (no ingress), when combined with modifications to the Ocean/Lee intersection traffic signal and physical modifications to restrict vehicles from traveling across Ocean Avenue and continuing on Lee Avenue south of Ocean Avenue; however, ingress to CCSF from Lee Avenue (as described in Access Option #1) would result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan.  (FEIR, p.191)

City College Easement South of Riordan High/Kahlo Way (Phelan)

The Reservoir Community Partners vehicle access point via a City College easement adjacent to Riordan will cause problems for 43 Masonic.  



The 43 line serves many schools from Marina Middle School in the northern part of SF to Denman and Balboa in the south.  Queuing to get in and out of the Reservoir Development via ride-hailing services as well as Reservoir residents’ own vehicles will impact the 43’s reliability.  The 43 buses cannot help but be hindered by the introduction of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Reservoir residents.



I am a Muni Railway retiree.  I have real-world experience and expertise having been an Operator, Inspector, Dispatcher, Instructor for the lines in the Reservoir area—K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 9X (now the 8 Bayshore), 49.  As Flynn Division Instructor, I had participated in simulation of the MUNI City College Loop configuration.  As a special assignment, I had been the main author of the training materials and lesson plans for the KT/Third Street Rail Project and for the MME.

The now-completed Kragen/Avalon/Whole Foods and Phelan Loop/Mercy/Philz developments have made transit operations for those lines more difficult and unreliable because of the congestion at both Lee and Brighton.   And the already bad congestion on Frida Kahlo/Phelan will be made much worse for the riders of the 43 who far outnumber the relatively small number of Reservoir residents (only 33% of whom will be of low to moderate income!) who will benefit from the development.

SF City Charter mandates 85% MUNI on-time performance.  Historically, MUNI has averaged only around 60% on-time performance.  A Lee Extension, and a City College easement adjacent to Riordan for the Reservoir Project will assuredly make MUNI reliability much worse.

Congestion generated by the Reservoir Project will impact the Public Services of MUNI, and the Public Services and Cultural Resources of schools, especially City College, that are served by the 8, 29, 43, 49, KT.   

Submitted by:  Alvin Ja		 		November 1, 2018



only ingress on Lee Avenue.”:
Therefore, as a result of the excessive queuing that would affect operations at the
Ocean/Phelan/Geneva intersection and the secondary effects that the provision of westbound
right-turn-only ingress would cause, the provision of CCSF westbound right-turn ingress at the
Ocean/Lee intersection would result in substantial adverse transportation impacts. Restricting
CCSF ingress would allow normal access to Area Plan projects and would avoid potential
spillover effects on neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue. As a consequence, Access Option
#1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan. (FEIR, p. 189)
In summary, it would be possible to allow CCSF vehicles to utilize Lee Avenue as an egress from
the campus (no ingress), when combined with modifications to the Ocean/Lee intersection traffic
signal and physical modifications to restrict vehicles from traveling across Ocean Avenue and
continuing on Lee Avenue south of Ocean Avenue; however, ingress to CCSF from Lee Avenue
(as described in Access Option #1) would result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As
a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan. 
(FEIR, p.191)

City College Easement South of Riordan High/Kahlo Way (Phelan)
The Reservoir Community Partners vehicle access point via a City College easement adjacent to Riordan
will cause problems for 43 Masonic. 
 
The 43 line serves many schools from Marina Middle School in the northern part of SF to Denman and
Balboa in the south.  Queuing to get in and out of the Reservoir Development via ride-hailing services as
well as Reservoir residents’ own vehicles will impact the 43’s reliability.  The 43 buses cannot help but be
hindered by the introduction of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Reservoir residents.
 
I am a Muni Railway retiree.  I have real-world experience and expertise having been an Operator,
Inspector, Dispatcher, Instructor for the lines in the Reservoir area—K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 9X (now the 8
Bayshore), 49.  As Flynn Division Instructor, I had participated in simulation of the MUNI City College
Loop configuration.  As a special assignment, I had been the main author of the training materials and
lesson plans for the KT/Third Street Rail Project and for the MME.

The now-completed Kragen/Avalon/Whole Foods and Phelan Loop/Mercy/Philz developments have
made transit operations for those lines more difficult and unreliable because of the congestion at both Lee
and Brighton.   And the already bad congestion on Frida Kahlo/Phelan will be made much worse for the
riders of the 43 who far outnumber the relatively small number of Reservoir residents (only 33% of whom
will be of low to moderate income!) who will benefit from the development.

SF City Charter mandates 85% MUNI on-time performance.  Historically, MUNI has averaged only
around 60% on-time performance.  A Lee Extension, and a City College easement adjacent to Riordan
for the Reservoir Project will assuredly make MUNI reliability much worse.

Congestion generated by the Reservoir Project will impact the Public Services of MUNI, and the Public
Services and Cultural Resources of schools, especially City College, that are served by the 8, 29, 43, 49,
KT.
 
Submitted by:  Alvin Ja, District 7                                                  November 1, 2018



MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:   
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES, PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
Balboa Reservoir Development:  Subsequent EIR to Balboa Park Station Program-level  Final EIR 
The Balboa Park Station Program-level Final EIR had already made some determinations of unavoidable impacts on 
the Public Service of Municipal Railway operations.  These determinations had already been made without the 
consideration of the Tier 2 Balboa Reservoir development.  Any additional impacts generated by the Balboa 
Reservoir project cannot logically reverse or make better the determinations of unavoidable significant impacts 
already contained in the BPS FEIR. 
 
The Community Partners LLC plan envisions two vehicle access points to the development:  1)  Lee Extension, 2)  
City College easement south of Riordan/Kahlo Way (Phelan). 
 
Lee Extension 
The Lee Extension has already been treated extensively in the BPS FEIR.  The Lee Extension was analyzed in relation 
the City College’s desire to have access to what is now the East Reservoir via Ocean/Lee.  The conclusions for the 
City College-proposed Lee Extension should apply to the Reservoir Development as well, if not even more so. 
 
The BPS was written before the Phelan Loop/Mercy and Kragen/Avalon projects were completed.  The current 
conditions for transit operations have been worse than was projected in the BPS FEIR.   Even then, the BPS FEIR 
had already reached the following conclusions without even taking into consideration 1100-1550 Reservoir 
housing units: 
 

Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified, and the impact 
on the K Ingleside line would remain significant and unavoidable.  (SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT 
CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED, BPS FEIR p. 60) 

 
… In order to avoid this significant impact, the provision of vehicular access to City College parking 
facilities through Lee Avenue is not recommended.  (FEIR, p. 185) 

In summary, absent adoption and implementation of mitigation that reduces to a level of insignificance 
the transportation impacts associated with provision of full access to CCSF parking facilities from the 
Lee Avenue extension, such access would create significant traffic impacts. Any future plan to allow full 
access to CCSF parking facilities from the Lee Avenue extension would require separate environmental 
review.  (FEIR, p. 186) 

… traffic levels on Ocean Avenue and Lee Avenue would correspondingly increase, leading to 
undesirable conditions for traffic, transit, and pedestrians on Ocean Avenue.  (FEIR, p. 186) 

BPS FEIR conclusion for “Access Option #1: Under this option, CCSF would be allowed westbound right-turn-only 
ingress on Lee Avenue.”:  

Therefore, as a result of the excessive queuing that would affect operations at the Ocean/Phelan/Geneva 
intersection and the secondary effects that the provision of westbound right-turn-only ingress would cause, 
the provision of CCSF westbound right-turn ingress at the Ocean/Lee intersection would result in 
substantial adverse transportation impacts. Restricting CCSF ingress would allow normal access to Area 
Plan projects and would avoid potential spillover effects on neighborhoods south of Ocean Avenue. As a 



consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of the Area Plan. (FEIR, p. 
189) 

In summary, it would be possible to allow CCSF vehicles to utilize Lee Avenue as an egress from the campus 
(no ingress), when combined with modifications to the Ocean/Lee intersection traffic signal and physical 
modifications to restrict vehicles from traveling across Ocean Avenue and continuing on Lee Avenue south 
of Ocean Avenue; however, ingress to CCSF from Lee Avenue (as described in Access Option #1) would 
result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from 
further consideration as part of the Area Plan.  (FEIR, p.191) 

City College Easement South of Riordan High/Kahlo Way (Phelan) 
The Reservoir Community Partners vehicle access point via a City College easement adjacent to Riordan will  cause 
problems for 43 Masonic.   
 
The 43 l ine serves many schools from Marina Middle School in the northern part of SF to Denman and Balboa in 
the south.  Queuing to get in and out of the Reservoir Development via ride-hailing services as well  as Reservoir 
residents’ own vehicles will  impact the 43’s reliability.  The 43 buses cannot help but be hindered by the 
introduction of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Reservoir residents. 
 
I am a Muni Railway retiree.  I have real-world experience and expertise having been an Operator, Inspector, 
Dispatcher, Instructor for the l ines in the Reservoir area—K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 9X (now the 8 Bayshore), 49.  As 
Flynn Division Instructor, I had participated in simulation of the MUNI City College Loop configuration.  As a special 
assignment, I had been the main author of the training materials and lesson plans for the KT/Third Street Rail  
Project and for the MME. 

The now-completed Kragen/Avalon/Whole Foods and Phelan Loop/Mercy/Philz developments have made transit 
operations for those l ines more difficult and unreliable because of the congestion at both Lee and Brighton.   And 
the already bad congestion on Frida Kahlo/Phelan will be made much worse for the riders of the 43 who far 
outnumber the relatively small number of Reservoir residents (only 33% of whom will  be of low to moderate 
income!) who will  benefit from the development. 

SF City Charter mandates 85% MUNI on-time performance.  Historically, MUNI has averaged only around 60% on-
time performance.  A Lee Extension, and a City College easement adjacent to Riordan for the Reservoir Project will  
assuredly make MUNI reliability much worse. 

Congestion generated by the Reservoir Project will  impact the Public Services of MUNI, and the Public Services and 
Cultural Resources of schools, especially City College, that are served by the 8, 29, 43, 49, KT.    

Submitted by:  Alvin Ja     November 1, 2018 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Hood,

Donna (PUC); Yee, Norman (BOS); Rafael Mandelman; Tom Temprano; Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS)
Subject: DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
Date: Sunday, November 04, 2018 12:33:59 AM
Attachments: 2017-2-13 TDM NON SEQUITUR.docx

 

Hi Jeanie--

Please enter the following into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.  There is also an
attachment which had been previously submitted to the Reservoir CAC to be entered into the record.

Thanks,
aj

DEFICIENT MITIGATIONS FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS ON PUBLIC SERVICES OF
SCHOOLS, TRANSIT

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]--> SCHOOLS, ESPECIALLY CITY
COLLEGE

There are many schools in the surrounding area:  City College, Riordan,
Sunnside, Aptos, Lick Wilmerding, Denman, Balboa.

City College is a commuter school.  City College students, faculty, and staff
commute to school.  According to a CCSF Ocean Campus Survey conducted in
May 2016, these City College stakeholders—in addition to those using public
transit (42%) and walking/biking (9.4%),  45.7% commuted by car. 
 
The mission of any school is to provide education.  But if access to an institution is
made difficult, the goal of providing education will be curtailed due to impaired
physical access.

 Although reducing car usage in general is a commendable goal, the Reservoir
Project’s elimination of the baseline environmental setting of the 1,000-space
student parking lot will have the undesirable effect of discouraging enrollment at
City College.

The interests of students, faculty, and staff will inevitably be harmed by the
Reservoir Project.  Unless willfully blind, the 1100-1550 unit Reservoir Project will
obviously create significant adverse impact on the public service provided by the
area’s schools, especially City College.

Transportation Demand Management As Mitigation
From the beginning of the Reservoir Project’s public engagement process, The
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BALBOA RESERVOIR’S TDM NON SEQUITUR (2/13/2017)



The long-awaited TDM Study has been completed.

Nelson-Nygaard’s “Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan:  Existing Conditions” is available at http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf

IDENTIFYING TRANSPORTATION NEEDS FOR BALBOA PARK AREA

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Report reports on existing conditions.  Using a variety of resource materials and data, the Report, in the main, accurately describes the existing conditions.  

This section of the Report correctly identifies “limited roadway space, transit infrastructure, and financial resources” as problems.  Yet despite the obvious fact that the elimination of student parking and new Reservoir residents will increase demand placed on limited transportation resources, the Balboa Reservoir Project Team proposes no amelioration for adverse impacts other than TDM. 

The TDM Plan/solution is not a logical outcome of an objective analysis of fact, evidence and common sense.    The proposed TDM Plan is a pre-ordained, ideologically-driven solution.  It is based on hope, wishful thinking and generalities; not on fact and evidence.  

The 4/13/2016 TDM presentation to the Reservoir CAC followed the “logic” of the non sequitur.

The TDM Report’s shortcomings are significant.   Here is an attempt to point out such shortcomings and their negative implications and consequences.

LAND USE

The Report’s very first paragraph in the “Land Use” section describes City College in one sentence:  “The CCSF Ocean Campus, zoned as public space, is located at the center of the study area and provides publically-accessible sports facilities.”  

· The Report’s characterizes CCSF as only being a provider of “publicly-accessible sports facilities.”  This characterization undermines and ignores CCSF’s primary importance as a critical provider of educational services to the broader Bay Area community.

It leads to minimizing the need for the Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts on CCSF enrollment and attendance.

The Report itself admits that the “information presented herein …essentially “sets the stage” for what TDM strategies and supporting measures will be considered… “    

MY CONCLUSION:   The Land Use section of the Report sets the stage to downplay adverse impacts to CCSF’s educational mission. 





COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT/SURVEYS

In the build-up to the Iraq War, the head of British Secret Intelligence Service (M16) recorded in the ‘Downing Street Memo’ how the war could be justified to the public: “… the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy.”

The Balboa Reservoir Project does something similar.  To its credit, the Nelson-Nygaard Report presents legitimate surveys of the neighboring community.   But the survey data is not used to objectively formulate conclusions regarding transportation and parking.  Rather, the solution/policy had already been fixed.  To its credit, the Report admits:  

“ the survey findings also assessed peak utilization rates. They indicated that, during the midday period, five off-street parking lots at CCSF Ocean Campus experience peak utilization that are above the average peak parking demand. For example, the survey findings indicated that Res. 1 and Lots A, H, S, U all experience peak parking occupancies between 98% and 100%. Therefore, on any given day, the majority of employee-only lots and the student lot (Res. 1) are completely full during the midday period. The weekday peak parking utilization for Res. 2 Lot was 9%.”

The policy of TDM had already been fixed, prior to, and regardless of the evidence contained in the surveys that were conducted subsequent to the TDM policy decision.

THE TDM NON SEQUITUR

The City Team, instead of formulating the Development Parameters based on evidence and data, had a priori concluded that TDM is the solution to adverse impacts that would be generated by new Reservoir residents and by the eviction of student parking.  

TDM is a legitimate part of an overall Transportation Sustainability Program for the City as a whole.  However, TDM as applied to the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is not a suitable or realistic solution.   TDM in the context of Balboa Reservoir will not be able to solve the problem of student access to education created by the Development Parameters.  Nor will TDM measures be able to meaningfully solve transportation and parking problems generated by the Project.

Based on the survey results, TDM is a non sequitur:

CCSF TRANSPORTATION SURVEY

The most telling question in the CCSF Transportation Survey was:  “When choosing how you typically travel to/from CCSF Ocean Campus, what are you most concerned about?”

The question listed the valid concerns of cost, distance, travel time, arriving on time, and comfort/safety of trip for CCSF stakeholders.

·         “Travel time” and “Arrival on time” were overwhelmingly most important concerns (90% and 73.2 % respectively)

Most of us want to be “green” and support the idea and practice of walking, biking and public transit.  However the response to “What would encourage you to use other transportation modes? (select all that apply”) is grounded in the real-world needs of CCSF stakeholders.

Overwhelmingly, the most important consideration for respondents was “reducing travel time.”  That efficient use of time is important should not be surprising to the City Team.

The CCSF Ocean Campus Transportation Survey results just confirm common sense.  The survey confirms the common sense input that ordinary citizens have been trying to communicate to the Mayor’s Office and Planning Department to little effect—because the City Team’s “sustainable” Transportation Demand Management (TDM) “solution” had been pre-ordained in contradiction and opposition to the real world lives of CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders.

TDM is the City Team’s solution for transportation and parking problems that will be generated by the Balboa Reservoir Project.  According to Planning Department’s Transportation Sustainability Program, “TDM is the “Shift” component of the Transportation Sustainability Program. A series of development focused TDM measures incentivize on-site amenities intended to provide sustainable alternatives to driving – or “shifting” people’s usual practice of driving alone in their cars – by providing residents, business tenants, and visitors with sustainable alternative travel options.”

However, instead of just applying TDM measures to the beneficiaries (“residents, business tenants, and visitors”) of the Balboa Reservoir Project, the City Team has shifted the brunt of the application of TDM to the pre-existing stakeholders  of CCSF, Riordan, Sunnyside Elementary, St. Finn Barr, Lick Wilmerding, and the Ingleside, Westwood Park and Sunnyside neighborhoods.

No matter how the City Team tries to convince the public that its TDM Study will be comprehensive in nature, the fact remains that TDM is self-defined within its own parameters.  The Reservoir Project’s TDM solution is straightforwardly documented:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.”

One of the components of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program is “Shift.”  The idea is to shift car drivers onto other more sustainable modes of transportation.  However, in the Balboa Reservoir context, “shift” has another more important meaning.

The different and more important real-world meaning of “shift” is:  shifting the burden of mitigation of CEQA-related adverse impacts onto school stakeholders and neighborhood residents.  This is unacceptable. 

COMMUNITY SURVEY (Dept of Environment)

The section on the Community Survey conducted by the Dept of Environment highlighted two survey questions.  The two questions pertained to the Existing Mode Split and to “Willingness to Try Different Modes of Transportation.”

The main concept of TDM is to get car drivers to walk, bike and take public transit.  However the Nelson-Nygaard Report failed to show survey results for a critical question that would show the likelihood of respondents changing mode of travel.  The Report does not show the survey results for Question #9-- What is most important to you when you choose how you get to work?

Although the Report fails to provide survey results for this question, I bet it would be similar to the results for the CCSF Survey:  that ‘Travel Time’ would be one of the most important.  I would also guess that ‘Reliability’ would also be close to the top.  If my guess about responses to this question is right, how effective would the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measures be able to resolve Travel Time and Reliability concerns?

· Since the data for Question 9 of the survey has not been presented in the Nelson-Nygaard Report, I will venture this unsubstantiated (but probably correct) conclusion:

 The TDM objective of shifting substantial numbers of car drivers onto public transit and biking will be unsuccessful because of the real-world importance of Travel Time, Reliability, and Convenience for people leading busy lives…….and who are not privileged to be members of the leisure class.

--aj     1/3/2017
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City Team had already substantively disregarded community concern about
parking and transportation.  Disregard for community concerns regarding parking
and circulation was due to the realignment in the assessment of Transportation
from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).  The City Team has
relied on the  interpretation of parking and circulation impacts to merely be social
and/or economic effects not covered by CEQA.

Consequently, the City Team ponied out a Balboa Area Area TDM Framework in
response to community concern.  The City Team misled the public by giving the
impression that it would be an objective study of parking and circulation issues. 
But in reality the result was a foregone conclusion.  The SFCTA contract specified
the parameters of this study:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to
reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood
residents.”

In other words, the burden of dealing with the adverse impacts on City College
and the neighborhoods of 2,200 to 3,100 new adult Balboa Reservoir residents
would be shifted onto the victims.

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework will undoubtedly be brought forth as
support for TDM as appropriate mitigation.  

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework fails to rise to the standard of providing
substantial evidence that TDM would be able to resolve the effects of lost student
parking on student enrollment.  

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework, lacking substantial evidence of its efficacy,
falls back on speculation and wishful thinking.  Its dubious evidence in support of
the efficacy of a TDM solution for City College are a couple case studies: 
University of Louisville’s Earn-a-Bike Program and Santa Monica College’s
Corsair Commute Program which provide financial incentives for using sustainable
transportation. 

NO EVIDENCE IS PROVIDED THAT A SIMILAR FINANCIAL INCENTIVE
PROGRAM WOULD SUCCEED IN MAINTAINING ENROLLMENT AT CITY
COLLEGE.

Please refer to the attached critique of the Nelson-Nygaard TDM Framework
entitled “Balboa Reservoir’s TDM Non Sequitur” (attached) and enter it into the
Administrative Record, as well.

Impact on Public Service of City College and Other Schools
From my  10/11/2018 submission “Comment on Balboa Reservoir NOP re:
"Summary of Potential Environmental Issues":

Although 21099 exempts parking adequacy as a CEQA impact "for
the (Reservoir Project itself) project",  21099 does not exempt the secondary
parking impact on CCSF's public educational service to students from
assessment and consideration.  



 
Student parking, being the existing condition and setting, cannot be be
bypassed by extending 21099's parking exemption onto the elimination of the
public benefit of providing access to a commuter college.
 
The proposed Reservoir development has forced City College to include in its
Facilities Master Plan 2-3 new parking structures to make up for the loss of
existing parking in the PUC Reservoir.  This is the secondary [physical--aj]
impact that must be addressed in the Subsequent EIR.
 

 
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Transit
 The Program-level Balboa Park Station FEIR had already concluded that the Area
Plan would cause a significant unavoidable impact on MUNI even without
considering 1) a Lee Extension, and without 2) an at-the-time 500-unit Reservoir
housing project.

In the section "Transportation Improvements for Future Consideration", the Nelson-
Nygaard TDM Framework can only trot out Transit Stop Improvements and
Intersection Signal Improvement.

These improvements are but band-aids to an assault-rifle wound.
 
Only with willful disregard for objectivity will it be possible to conclude in the
Subsequent EIR that impact on MUNI's K, 43, 29, 8, 49 will be other than
significant and unavoidable.

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja, District 7
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BALBOA RESERVOIR’S TDM NON SEQUITUR (2/13/2017) 

 

The long-awaited TDM Study has been completed. 

Nelson-Nygaard’s “Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan:  Existing Conditions” 
is available at http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-
sites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf 

IDENTIFYING TRANSPORTATION NEEDS FOR BALBOA PARK AREA 

The Nelson-Nygaard TDM Report reports on existing conditions.  Using a variety of resource materials 
and data, the Report, in the main, accurately describes the existing conditions.   

This section of the Report correctly identifies “limited roadway space, transit infrastructure, and 
financial resources” as problems.  Yet despite the obvious fact that the elimination of student parking 
and new Reservoir residents will increase demand placed on limited transportation resources, the 
Balboa Reservoir Project Team proposes no amelioration for adverse impacts other than TDM.  

The TDM Plan/solution is not a logical outcome of an objective analysis of fact, evidence and common 
sense.    The proposed TDM Plan is a pre-ordained, ideologically-driven solution.  It is based on hope, 
wishful thinking and generalities; not on fact and evidence.   

The 4/13/2016 TDM presentation to the Reservoir CAC followed the “logic” of the non sequitur. 

The TDM Report’s shortcomings are significant.   Here is an attempt to point out such shortcomings and 
their negative implications and consequences. 

LAND USE 

The Report’s very first paragraph in the “Land Use” section describes City College in one sentence:  “The 
CCSF Ocean Campus, zoned as public space, is located at the center of the study area and provides 
publically-accessible sports facilities.”   

• The Report’s characterizes CCSF as only being a provider of “publicly-accessible sports 
facilities.”  This characterization undermines and ignores CCSF’s primary importance as a 
critical provider of educational services to the broader Bay Area community. 

It leads to minimizing the need for the Reservoir Project to mitigate its adverse impacts on 
CCSF enrollment and attendance. 

The Report itself admits that the “information presented herein …essentially “sets the stage” for 
what TDM strategies and supporting measures will be considered… “     

MY CONCLUSION:   The Land Use section of the Report sets the stage to downplay adverse 
impacts to CCSF’s educational mission.  

 

 

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/Nelson_Nygaard_Balboa_TDM-Existing_Conditions_Memo.pdf
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT/SURVEYS 

In the build-up to the Iraq War, the head of British Secret Intelligence Service (M16) recorded in the 
‘Downing Street Memo’ how the war could be justified to the public: “… the intelligence and facts 
were being fixed around the policy.” 

The Balboa Reservoir Project does something similar.  To its credit, the Nelson-Nygaard Report presents 
legitimate surveys of the neighboring community.   But the survey data is not used to objectively 
formulate conclusions regarding transportation and parking.  Rather, the solution/policy had already 
been fixed.  To its credit, the Report admits:   

“ the survey findings also assessed peak utilization rates. They indicated that, during the midday 
period, five off-street parking lots at CCSF Ocean Campus experience peak utilization that are 
above the average peak parking demand. For example, the survey findings indicated that Res. 1 
and Lots A, H, S, U all experience peak parking occupancies between 98% and 100%. Therefore, 
on any given day, the majority of employee-only lots and the student lot (Res. 1) are completely 
full during the midday period. The weekday peak parking utilization for Res. 2 Lot was 9%.” 

The policy of TDM had already been fixed, prior to, and regardless of the evidence contained in the 
surveys that were conducted subsequent to the TDM policy decision. 

THE TDM NON SEQUITUR 

The City Team, instead of formulating the Development Parameters based on evidence and data, had a 
priori concluded that TDM is the solution to adverse impacts that would be generated by new Reservoir 
residents and by the eviction of student parking.   

TDM is a legitimate part of an overall Transportation Sustainability Program for the City as a 
whole.  However, TDM as applied to the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is not a suitable or realistic 
solution.   TDM in the context of Balboa Reservoir will not be able to solve the problem of student 
access to education created by the Development Parameters.  Nor will TDM measures be able to 
meaningfully solve transportation and parking problems generated by the Project. 

Based on the survey results, TDM is a non sequitur: 

CCSF TRANSPORTATION SURVEY 

The most telling question in the CCSF Transportation Survey was:  “When choosing how you typically 
travel to/from CCSF Ocean Campus, what are you most concerned about?” 

The question listed the valid concerns of cost, distance, travel time, arriving on time, and comfort/safety 
of trip for CCSF stakeholders. 

·         “Travel time” and “Arrival on time” were overwhelmingly most important concerns (90% and 73.2 % 
respectively) 

Most of us want to be “green” and support the idea and practice of walking, biking and public 
transit.  However the response to “What would encourage you to use other transportation modes? 
(select all that apply”) is grounded in the real-world needs of CCSF stakeholders. 
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Overwhelmingly, the most important consideration for respondents was “reducing travel time.”  That 
efficient use of time is important should not be surprising to the City Team. 

The CCSF Ocean Campus Transportation Survey results just confirm common sense.  The survey 
confirms the common sense input that ordinary citizens have been trying to communicate to the 
Mayor’s Office and Planning Department to little effect—because the City Team’s “sustainable” 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) “solution” had been pre-ordained in contradiction and 
opposition to the real world lives of CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders. 

TDM is the City Team’s solution for transportation and parking problems that will be generated by the 
Balboa Reservoir Project.  According to Planning Department’s Transportation Sustainability Program, 
“TDM is the “Shift” component of the Transportation Sustainability Program. A series of development focused 
TDM measures incentivize on-site amenities intended to provide sustainable alternatives to driving – or 
“shifting” people’s usual practice of driving alone in their cars – by providing residents, business tenants, and 
visitors with sustainable alternative travel options.” 

However, instead of just applying TDM measures to the beneficiaries (“residents, business tenants, and 
visitors”) of the Balboa Reservoir Project, the City Team has shifted the brunt of the application of TDM 
to the pre-existing stakeholders  of CCSF, Riordan, Sunnyside Elementary, St. Finn Barr, Lick Wilmerding, 
and the Ingleside, Westwood Park and Sunnyside neighborhoods. 

No matter how the City Team tries to convince the public that its TDM Study will be comprehensive in 
nature, the fact remains that TDM is self-defined within its own parameters.  The Reservoir Project’s 
TDM solution is straightforwardly documented:  “The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-
occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents.” 

One of the components of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program is “Shift.”  The idea is to shift 
car drivers onto other more sustainable modes of transportation.  However, in the Balboa Reservoir 
context, “shift” has another more important meaning. 

The different and more important real-world meaning of “shift” is:  shifting the burden of mitigation 
of CEQA-related adverse impacts onto school stakeholders and neighborhood residents.  This is 
unacceptable.  

COMMUNITY SURVEY (Dept of Environment) 

The section on the Community Survey conducted by the Dept of Environment highlighted two survey 
questions.  The two questions pertained to the Existing Mode Split and to “Willingness to Try Different 
Modes of Transportation.” 

The main concept of TDM is to get car drivers to walk, bike and take public transit.  However the Nelson-
Nygaard Report failed to show survey results for a critical question that would show the likelihood of 
respondents changing mode of travel.  The Report does not show the survey results for Question #9-- 
What is most important to you when you choose how you get to work? 

Although the Report fails to provide survey results for this question, I bet it would be similar to the 
results for the CCSF Survey:  that ‘Travel Time’ would be one of the most important.  I would also guess 
that ‘Reliability’ would also be close to the top.  If my guess about responses to this question is right, 
how effective would the Balboa Reservoir Project’s TDM measures be able to resolve Travel Time and 
Reliability concerns? 
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• Since the data for Question 9 of the survey has not been presented in the Nelson-Nygaard 
Report, I will venture this unsubstantiated (but probably correct) conclusion: 

 The TDM objective of shifting substantial numbers of car drivers onto public transit and biking will be 
unsuccessful because of the real-world importance of Travel Time, Reliability, and Convenience for 
people leading busy lives…….and who are not privileged to be members of the leisure class. 

--aj     1/3/2017 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of

Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Rafael Mandelman; Tom
Temprano; Ivy Lee; Brigitte Davila; Thea Selby; John Rizzo; Alex Randolph; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu;
Shanell Williams; Shaw, Linda (MYR)

Subject: Balboa Reservoir: ON OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Date: Sunday, November 04, 2018 3:41:36 PM
Attachments: 2018-9-4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM.docx

 

Hi Jeanie:

Here's another submission (probably my last), with additional attachment, for the
administrative record.  Thank you for taking care of it.

--aj

ON OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Even if the Subsequent EIR finds significant and unavoidable impacts, the Reservoir
Project holds a trump card.  That trump card would be a Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

Such a Statement of Overriding Consideration would more than likely put forth the
idea that the Reservoir Project would make a substantial contribution in alleviating the
housing crisis.

However, in making such an argument of overriding consideration, extreme care must
be taken to distinguish between slick marketing hype and PR and the reality
contained in the Development Parameters and the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement
(ENA).

OVERVIEW
The Balboa Park Station (BPS) Area Plan adopted by the City & County of SF is
used as justification for the Balboa Reservoir Project.  However, this justification for
housing in the Reservoir was cherry-picked from the BPS Area Plan.

In actuality the BPS Area Plan asked for consideration of the best use of Reservoir:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Housing was one consideration.  It was not a
mandate.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Open Space was another consideration;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Education should logically have been another
consideration because of location and existing use, but was not contained in the BPS
Area Plan.

The Public Lands for Housing Program has been the main lever for the Balboa
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 “AFFORDABLE HOUSING” SCAM OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT   (9/4/2018)

The Balboa Reservoir Project has been presented to the community essentially as a done-deal.   It has been justified by referencing the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Public Land for Housing Program.

However, there has been no fact or evidence-based analysis of the assumptions and premises involved in the Reservoir Project’s so-called affordable housing.   The Project has been framed as an affordable housing effort;  it has also been framed as providing affordable housing “in perpetuity.”   Yet when deeper analysis is made, only 33% of the housing on public land will be Affordable Housing for low to moderate-income populations. 

And when you read the fine print, “in perpetuity” only means “for the useful life of the buildings.”

Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for using the Reservoir for the “best benefit of the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.”  Yet the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to assess the relative harms and benefits of the proposed housing development versus the educational needs of the city and the Bay Area.  As envisioned, the Reservoir Project will harm City College of San Francisco which serves the broadest public interest and benefit to the entire Bay Area. 

During the course of the public engagement process, much input has been provided to the City Team regarding flaws in the Reservoir Project.  However, fundamental questions and concerns regarding the validity of the Project have not been addressed.

Here is an updated digest of critiques have remained unaddressed by the City Team.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  PUBLIC LAND FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD

1. Public land should be used for the public good.

2. Affordable housing for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people contributes to the public good.

3. The California State Surplus Land Statute and the City’s Surplus City Property/Public Lands Ordinance were set up to help address housing targeted for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people.

4. The intent of both State and City laws were not meant to subsidize high-cost housing.

5. As defined by State law, “Affordable Housing” covers moderate-income housing going up to 120% Area Median Income only.

6. Balboa Reservoir Project only requires that 33% of the BR housing to be State-defined “Affordable Housing.”  The remaining 67% of housing falls outside the bounds of the original intent of State and City targets of Affordable Housing--as defined by State law--for low-income, and moderate-income people.

7. The result of this 33% Affordable Housing/67% non-Affordable Housing ratio is that public land will be transferred to private interests/higher income owners in the guise of “Affordable Housing.”

8. The Reservoir Project has been deceptively marketed as “affordable housing” and/or “50% affordable housing.”   Despite such marketing, the reality is that only 33% is guaranteed to be affordable while 50% UNaffordable is guaranteed. The remaining 17% (that would bring “affordable” up to 50%) “additional” affordable to City & County –defined “middle-income” (150% AMI--$124,350 for an individual)people is but aspirational,….and which would be have to be financed with public funds, not by the private developer.  

9. Using 33% “Affordable Housing” to subsidize the 67% high-cost housing is contrary to the intent of the original legislation.

10.  Distorted meaning of “in perpetuity”:   Affordable units are supposedly going to be deed-restricted "in perpetuity."  Yet, contrary to the normal meaning of "in perpetuity", the City/RFQ defines it as follows:  "The project’s affordable housing units must remain affordable in perpetuity (i.e. throughout the useful lives of the buildings in which those units are located), ..."  What this really means is that after 55-75 years,  or even sooner--depending on how the developer defines "useful life"-- even the 33% Affordable will no longer be in existence.  The entire Reservoir property will be owned free and clear by private interests with no requirements for affordability:  It's the pot at the end of the rainbow for private interests that are willing to make a short-term sacrifice in exchange for a long-term bonanza.



11. Best use of PUC Reservoir:

Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 1.3.2   Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods." 

· There has never been any discussion about what constitutes "greatest benefit."  The City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing.  

· It can be legitimately argued that using the west basin for educational purposes would be the "greatest benefit."  

12. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir



Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for housing on the Reservoir.  This is inaccurate.  The BPS Area Plan actually used the term "consider."   It called for housing to be considered.  It was not a mandate.  In addition to housing, there was something else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered:  OPEN SPACE.



The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the Open Space Element.



The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as open space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Are Plan has been ignored.













And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be considered for the Reservoir.  Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS Area Plan, the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration. 



STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUTE



The State Surplus Land Statute 54222   says: 

Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a written offer to sell or lease the property as follows:

(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school district for open-spacepurposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land is located.


PUC’s principle of market rate return is not absolute.  SF Administrative Code 23 for Real Property Transactions calls for:

SF Administrative Code 23.20 states

  Transfers of Real Property pursuant to this Article shall be paid for no less than 100% of the appraised value, except where the Board of Supervisors determines by resolution that a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, and provided that the Public Utilities Commission shall be paid at least the historical cost of such Real Property. 


SF Administrative Code 23.3 for Real Property Transactions calls for:

 "... sales price of at least 100% of the appraised value of such Real Property, except where the Board determines either that (a) a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, or..."



The Balboa Park Station Area Plan had called for  developing the Reservoir to "best benefit the Neighborhood,  City, Region as a whole."  Yet any analysis of what constitutes "best benefit" has been bypassed.   Instead, by fiat, the City declared that the Reservoir would be used for housing to be developed by private developers.  And despite the teacher shortage, consideration for teacher housing by school districts was negated by City Staff. 



CEQA CONSIDERATIONS   

1. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts caused by a project.

2. City College is a critical public service that serves the entire Bay Area.  CCSF is the central economic, educational and cultural feature of the Reservoir vicinity.  However the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to acknowledge CCSF’s primacy.

3. Housing on Balboa Reservoir is a component of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, based on an Initial Study conducted in 2006, referenced in the BPS Final EIR.  

4. The proposal of 425-500 units in the Reservoir was arbitrary.  There was no documentation, evidence, or argumentation presented to support the proposal for 425-500 units in the 2006 BPS Initial Study/BPS Final EIR/BPS Area Plan.

5. The BPS Area Plan, Final EIR/Initial Study determined that, on the BPS Program-Level, that there would be no significant impact to school facilities.

6. The BR Project’s 2014 AECOM Study incorrectly extended the Program-Level determination of non-significance to the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Plan-Level.  This has caused the BR Project to ignore adverse impacts that the Project will have on City College and neighboring schools.  

7. The City Team has refused to acknowledge the reality that the use of the Reservoir for student parking is an existing public benefit.  It is a benefit that helps provide access to quality education.

8. Instead, the Balboa Park Station Area Plan mischaracterizes the Reservoir as simply being an “unpleasant void in the neighborhood ” despite the reality that it serves an important and needed public purpose for students.

9. The Balboa Reservoir Project can be characterized as constituting an eviction of an important Bay Area-wide public service--City College.  A public good is being eliminated for the benefit of private developer interests.

10. The City Team operates on the unfounded assumption that housing on the Reservoir is of higher importance than the importance of City College to the community.

· The City Team shifts the burden of mitigation of impending adverse impacts of the Project onto the surrounding neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders.   It addresses the BR Project’s adverse impacts by calling for the impactees to bear the burden by practicing TDM (“reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents”) and requesting Residential  Permit Parking.

11. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  It’s cheaper to keep it as-is.

12. Eviction of CCSF from western Reservoir will harm student access to education.

13.  The State Surplus Property Statute (Govt Code 54220) targets use of housing for those of “low” or “moderate” income (up to 120% of Area AMI).   It was under this concept that San Francisco’s Public Lands for Housing Program was originally formulated.  The idea was for surplus public property to be used for the public good to create Affordable Housing (120% AMI).

14. The Development Parameters only require 33% to be State-defined Affordable Housing. 

15. In reality 67% will be unaffordable housing.  Although the City Team presents the Project as market-rate housing subsidizing affordable housing, this is an inversion of reality.  In reality, the 33% affordable housing is cover for the reality that this transfer of public property will benefit private interests at the expense of the public.  The reality is that the 33% “affordable housing” will be subsidizing private interests.



PUC LAND USE POLICY 

1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own “Framework for Land Use and Management.” 

2. From the PUC website:  By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate assets under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction.

3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if:  “Use of the land sold will not result in creating a nuisance.”

4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land Management Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,”  The City Team has dismissed the importance of this policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and procedures that apply to the project.”    [ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss the SFPUC Land Use Framework?”  ]   



Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question.  The real question was whether or not the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on “Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is “named.”

PARKING vs. TDM

1. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  If construction cost is the consideration, then the best option is to leave the western Reservoir as-is.

2. TDM is the third component of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program.  TDM requires new developments to provide on-site amenities that prioritize sustainable alternatives to driving.

3. The Balboa Reservoir Project will not exist in isolation from the surrounding neighborhoods.  The TDM outcomes within the boundaries of the Project itself will probably be highly successful.  However, BR Project’s internal TDM success will come at the expense of the surrounding neighborhoods when BR residents park their privately-owned vehicles and drive their privately-owned vehicles  outside the Resrvoir Project’s own boundaries.

4. FROM EARLIER SUBMISSION TO CAC REGARDING TDM:

· Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of parking and circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a comprehensive study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very specific according to SFCTA documentation:

· The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents. 

· PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS

The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and fuel consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make existing transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving the outcomes for new transportation investments.

            

·  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa Reservoir and neighborhoodsas consistent with emerging TDM policy.    



Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within TDM parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM solution of making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the elimination of student parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 parking spaces per residential unit.



· Fatuous TDM arguments:

· "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If you build it........they will come."

· In earlier submissions I had written:  

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is neither an appropriate nor realistic solution.



BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself.

                    

Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination that induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to the desired destination.   


Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise.

      

Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote congestion.  Rather, congestion is the product of people trying to get to a desired destination.   Student access to education, which includes driving and parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir Project.



· "Spillover [parking] from City College"

· Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that the neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student needs. 

        

Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of student parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir Project needs to take responsibility for replacing lost student parking.
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Reservoir Project.
  
According to Administrative Code 23.a.2 (l), the Surplus Public Lands Ordinance can
serve only as recommendation to enterprise agencies like the PUC.

The Reservoir Project has been made poster child for the Public Lands for
Housing Program.  But, by law,  the City cannot mandate the PUC to do so. 
 Being an enterprise agency, City Ordinance only allows the City to
recommend to PUC that the Reservoir be made part of Public Lands for
Housing.

AFFORDABLE FOR WHOM?  THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SCAM
The initial legislation and legislative intent regarding surplus City property was for
using public land to help provide housing:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->for the homeless and low-
income populations, and
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->built solely by non-profit community
developers.

In a deceptive advertising campaign, 2015 Proposition K was passed which changed
the City's Administrative Code Ch.23A to enable public land to be used:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->for newly defined "affordable housing"
extended to "middle-income" ( 150% Area Median Income, which is $124,350 for
an individual as of 4/1/2018), even as the State maintains that “moderate-income”
and “middle-income” are identical (120% AMI which is $99,500 for an individual as of
April 2018), and
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->for sale to, and built by private developers
instead of just by non-profit developers.

The biggest scam is privatization of public property by private developers in the
guise of affordable housing.
 
The Reservoir Project has been skillfully marketed and framed as an affordable
housing development.  Yet documents reveal otherwise.

The Reservoir Development has been marketed as—from more deceptive to less
deceptive-- affordable housing, or 50% affordable housing, or  up to 50% affordable
housing.

To paint lipstick on a pig, the privatization of the Reservoir has been deceptively
marketed as "affordable housing"  and/or "50% affordable housing." Despite the
marketing of "50% affordable", the reality is that only 33% affordable housing is
guaranteed, while 50% unaffordable housing is guaranteed. The remaining 17%
affordable for middle-income of up to 150% AMI (that would bring "affordable" up to
50%) will not be funded by Reservoir Community Partners LLC.  The aspirational
17% "additional affordable" would have to be funded by unsourced public funds and
is actually a bait- and-switch deception.



 The "affordable" definition scam:  "Affordable" has been redefined to include up to
150% Area Median Income ($124,350 as of 4/1/2018).

The affordable "in perpetuity" scam:  "In perpetuity" is defined as "throughout the
useful lives of the buildings..."

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) scam which wishes and
greenwashes away the problem of elimination of 1,000 student parking spaces with a
solution of "reduc[ing] single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood
residents.”

BYPASSING STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUE
The disposition of public land is governed by the State Surplus Property Statute:
The State Surplus Land Statute Section 54222   says: 

Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a
written offer to sell or lease the property as follows:
(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school
district for open-spacepurposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land
is located.

 
Yet there has been no transparent public record or open Board of Trustees Action to
show that SFCCD has rejected a written offer to acquire the Reservoir for school
facilities or open space.
 
Any evaluation of overriding considerations must evaluate the full range of harms and
benefits instead of making an a priori unsubstantiated assumption that privatizing
public land for at least 50% to 67% units that would be unaffordable to those of
moderate income (120% of AMI which is $99,500 for an individual) constitutes the
best use of the publicly-owned PUC property.

Please refer to the attached “Affordable Housing Scam of Balboa Reservoir Project”.
 
 
Submitted for the administrative record on Balboa Reservoir by: 
Alvin Ja         11/5/2018
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 “AFFORDABLE HOUSING” SCAM OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT   (9/4/2018) 

The Balboa Reservoir Project has been presented to the community essentially as a done-deal.   It has 
been justified by referencing the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Public Land for Housing Program. 

However, there has been no fact or evidence-based analysis of the assumptions and premises involved 
in the Reservoir Project’s so-called affordable housing.   The Project has been framed as an affordable 
housing effort;  it has also been framed as providing affordable housing “in perpetuity.”   Yet when 
deeper analysis is made, only 33% of the housing on public land will be Affordable Housing for low to 
moderate-income populations.  

And when you read the fine print, “in perpetuity” only means “for the useful life of the buildings.” 

Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan called for using the Reservoir for the “best benefit of 
the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole.”  Yet the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to 
assess the relative harms and benefits of the proposed housing development versus the educational 
needs of the city and the Bay Area.  As envisioned, the Reservoir Project will harm City College of San 
Francisco which serves the broadest public interest and benefit to the entire Bay Area.  

During the course of the public engagement process, much input has been provided to the City Team 
regarding flaws in the Reservoir Project.  However, fundamental questions and concerns regarding the 
validity of the Project have not been addressed. 

Here is an updated digest of critiques have remained unaddressed by the City Team. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:  PUBLIC LAND FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD 

1. Public land should be used for the public good. 
2. Affordable housing for homeless, low-income and moderate-income people contributes to the 

public good. 
3. The California State Surplus Land Statute and the City’s Surplus City Property/Public Lands 

Ordinance were set up to help address housing targeted for homeless, low-income and moderate-
income people. 

4. The intent of both State and City laws were not meant to subsidize high-cost housing. 
5. As defined by State law, “Affordable Housing” covers moderate-income housing going up to 120% 

Area Median Income only. 
6. Balboa Reservoir Project only requires that 33% of the BR housing to be State-defined “Affordable 

Housing.”  The remaining 67% of housing falls outside the bounds of the original intent of State and 
City targets of Affordable Housing--as defined by State law--for low-income, and moderate-income 
people. 

7. The result of this 33% Affordable Housing/67% non-Affordable Housing ratio is that public land will 
be transferred to private interests/higher income owners in the guise of “Affordable Housing.” 

8. The Reservoir Project has been deceptively marketed as “affordable housing” and/or “50% 
affordable housing.”   Despite such marketing, the reality is that only 33% is guaranteed to be 
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affordable while 50% UNaffordable is guaranteed. The remaining 17% (that would bring 
“affordable” up to 50%) “additional” affordable to City & County –defined “middle-income” (150% 
AMI--$124,350 for an individual)people is but aspirational,….and which would be have to be 
financed with public funds, not by the private developer.   

9. Using 33% “Affordable Housing” to subsidize the 67% high-cost housing is contrary to the intent of 
the original legislation. 

10.  Distorted meaning of “in perpetuity”:   Affordable units are supposedly going to be deed-restricted 
"in perpetuity."  Yet, contrary to the normal meaning of "in perpetuity", the City/RFQ defines it as 
follows:  "The project’s affordable housing units must remain affordable in perpetuity (i.e. 
throughout the useful lives of the buildings in which those units are located), ..."  What this really 
means is that after 55-75 years,  or even sooner--depending on how the developer defines "useful 
life"-- even the 33% Affordable will no longer be in existence.  The entire Reservoir property will be 
owned free and clear by private interests with no requirements for affordability:  It's the pot at the 
end of the rainbow for private interests that are willing to make a short-term sacrifice in exchange 
for a long-term bonanza. 

 
11. Best use of PUC Reservoir: 

Under Objective 1.4 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Policy 1.3.2 [sic] states "POLICY 
1.3.2   Develop the west basin of the reservoir [for] the greatest benefit of the city as a whole 
as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods."  

• There has never been any discussion about what constitutes "greatest benefit."  The 
City/Mayor simply declared by fiat that it would be used for housing.   

• It can be legitimately argued that using the west basin for educational purposes would 
be the "greatest benefit."   

12. Balboa Station Area Plan does not mandate housing at Reservoir 
 

Proponents of the Reservoir Project refer to the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as calling for housing 
on the Reservoir.  This is inaccurate.  The BPS Area Plan actually used the term "consider."   It called 
for housing to be considered.  It was not a mandate.  In addition to housing, there was something 
else that the BPS Area Plan asked to be considered:  OPEN SPACE. 
 
The BPS Area Plan contains several elements, among which are the Housing Element and the Open 
Space Element. 
 
The Open Space Element of the BPS Area Plan includes discussion of the western Reservoir as open 
space and includes this map, yet this section of the BPS Are Plan has been ignored. 
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And then again, on a broader perspective, the BPS Area Plan has asked that the "best use" be 
considered for the Reservoir.  Instead of "best use" or "open space" as presented by the BPS Area Plan, 
the City jumped directly to housing as the sole consideration.  

 
STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY STATUTE 
 
The State Surplus Land Statute 54222   says:  
Any local agency disposing of surplus land shall send, prior to disposing of that property, a written offer to 
sell or lease the property as follows: 
(c) A written offer to sell or lease land suitable for school facilities construction or use by a school 
district for open-spacepurposes shall be sent to any school district in whose jurisdiction the land is located. 
 
PUC’s principle of market rate return is not absolute.  SF Administrative Code 23 for Real Property 
Transactions calls for: 
 
SF Administrative Code 23.20 states 
  Transfers of Real Property pursuant to this Article shall be paid for no less than 100% of the appraised 
value, except where the Board of Supervisors determines by resolution that a lesser sum will further a 
proper public purpose, and provided that the Public Utilities Commission shall be paid at least the 
historical cost of such Real Property.  
 
SF Administrative Code 23.3 for Real Property Transactions calls for: 
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 "... sales price of at least 100% of the appraised value of such Real Property, except where the Board 
determines either that (a) a lesser sum will further a proper public purpose, or..." 
 
 
The Balboa Park Station Area Plan had called for  developing the Reservoir to "best benefit the 
Neighborhood,  City, Region as a whole."  Yet any analysis of what constitutes "best benefit" has been 
bypassed.   Instead, by fiat, the City declared that the Reservoir would be used for housing to be 
developed by private developers.  And despite the teacher shortage, consideration for teacher housing 
by school districts was negated by City Staff.  

 
CEQA CONSIDERATIONS    

1. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts 
caused by a project. 

2. City College is a critical public service that serves the entire Bay Area.  CCSF is the central 
economic, educational and cultural feature of the Reservoir vicinity.  However the Balboa 
Reservoir Project has failed to acknowledge CCSF’s primacy. 

3. Housing on Balboa Reservoir is a component of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, based on an 
Initial Study conducted in 2006, referenced in the BPS Final EIR.   

4. The proposal of 425-500 units in the Reservoir was arbitrary.  There was no documentation, 
evidence, or argumentation presented to support the proposal for 425-500 units in the 2006 
BPS Initial Study/BPS Final EIR/BPS Area Plan. 

5. The BPS Area Plan, Final EIR/Initial Study determined that, on the BPS Program-Level, that there 
would be no significant impact to school facilities. 

6. The BR Project’s 2014 AECOM Study incorrectly extended the Program-Level determination of 
non-significance to the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Plan-Level.  This has caused the BR Project to 
ignore adverse impacts that the Project will have on City College and neighboring schools.   

7. The City Team has refused to acknowledge the reality that the use of the Reservoir for student 
parking is an existing public benefit.  It is a benefit that helps provide access to quality education. 

8. Instead, the Balboa Park Station Area Plan mischaracterizes the Reservoir as simply being an 
“unpleasant void in the neighborhood ” despite the reality that it serves an important and 
needed public purpose for students. 

9. The Balboa Reservoir Project can be characterized as constituting an eviction of an important 
Bay Area-wide public service--City College.  A public good is being eliminated for the benefit of 
private developer interests. 

10. The City Team operates on the unfounded assumption that housing on the Reservoir is of higher 
importance than the importance of City College to the community. 

• The City Team shifts the burden of mitigation of impending adverse impacts of 
the Project onto the surrounding neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders.   It 
addresses the BR Project’s adverse impacts by calling for the impactees to bear 
the burden by practicing TDM (“reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, 
faculty, students, and neighborhood residents”) and requesting Residential  Permit 
Parking. 
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11. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left 
as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  It’s 
cheaper to keep it as-is. 

12. Eviction of CCSF from western Reservoir will harm student access to education. 
13.  The State Surplus Property Statute (Govt Code 54220) targets use of housing for those of “low” 

or “moderate” income (up to 120% of Area AMI).   It was under this concept that San Francisco’s 
Public Lands for Housing Program was originally formulated.  The idea was for surplus public 
property to be used for the public good to create Affordable Housing (120% AMI). 

14. The Development Parameters only require 33% to be State-defined Affordable Housing.  
15. In reality 67% will be unaffordable housing.  Although the City Team presents the Project as 

market-rate housing subsidizing affordable housing, this is an inversion of reality.  In reality, the 
33% affordable housing is cover for the reality that this transfer of public property will benefit 
private interests at the expense of the public.  The reality is that the 33% “affordable housing” 
will be subsidizing private interests. 
 

PUC LAND USE POLICY  

1. The RFQ’s section on Applicable Land Use Policies makes no reference to the PUC’s own 
“Framework for Land Use and Management.”  

2. From the PUC website:  By adoption of the Framework, the Commission is seeking to advance 
the analytical and decision-making process surrounding the administration of real estate 
assets under the SFPUC’s exclusive jurisdiction. 

3. PUC’s Land Use Framework policy allows sale only if:  “Use of the land sold will not result in 
creating a nuisance.” 

4. Even though the PUC Land Use Framework was formulated to focus on “Land Management 
Guidance for…Disposition of SFPUC Lands,”  The City Team has dismissed the importance of this 
policy document:   “It is not necessary, or feasible, for an RFQ to name all of the City policies and 
procedures that apply to the project.”    [ from Staff Response to “Why doesn’t the RFQ discuss 
the SFPUC Land Use Framework?”  ]    
 
Importantly, Staff misstated the essence of the question.  The real question was whether or not 
the intended disposition of the PUC Reservoir property complies with PUC’s policy on 
“Disposition of SFPUC Lands”; the question was not whether the Land Use Framework policy is 
“named.” 

PARKING vs. TDM 

1. The City Team argues that it is too expensive to build parking.  If the Reservoir were to be left 
as-is to provide student access to education, there would be no need to build new parking.  If 
construction cost is the consideration, then the best option is to leave the western Reservoir as-
is. 

http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2842
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2. TDM is the third component of the City’s Transportation Sustainability Program.  TDM requires 
new developments to provide on-site amenities that prioritize sustainable alternatives to driving. 

3. The Balboa Reservoir Project will not exist in isolation from the surrounding neighborhoods.  
The TDM outcomes within the boundaries of the Project itself will probably be highly successful.  
However, BR Project’s internal TDM success will come at the expense of the surrounding 
neighborhoods when BR residents park their privately-owned vehicles and drive their privately-
owned vehicles  outside the Resrvoir Project’s own boundaries. 

4. FROM EARLIER SUBMISSION TO CAC REGARDING TDM: 

• Most importantly:  TDM Study is not a comprehensive and unbiased assessment of 
parking and circulation issues in the Reservoir vicinity; and it was never meant to be a 
comprehensive study.  The scope/parameters of Nelson-Nygaard's study were very 
specific according to SFCTA documentation: 

o The Planning Department and SFMTA are proposing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) study in 
coordination with CCSF Ocean Campus to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips by college staff, faculty, students, 
and neighborhood residents.  

O PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 
The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Study will develop clear strategies for reducing single-occupant vehicle 
trips and outline a coordinated framework for future TDM programs and policies between CCSF, the Balboa 
Reservoir project, and the City of San Francisco. Potential TDM activities will produce a wide-range of benefits to 
individuals and the transportation system as a whole, from reducing traffic congestion, vehicle emissions, and 
fuel consumption to supporting physical activity and enhancing safety. Additionally, TDM activities will make 
existing transportation investments perform better, extending the life of existing infrastructure and improving 
the outcomes for new transportation investments. 
             

o  TDM Program: proposing TDM solutions unique to the area comprising CCSF Ocean campus, Balboa 
Reservoir and neighborhoodsas consistent with emerging TDM policy.     

 
Bottom-line:  TDM solutions, by definition and intent, exclude parking.  Within 
TDM parameters, the issue of parking is given significance only via the TDM 
solution of making parking "more difficult and expensive."  That's why the 
elimination of student parking is ignored.  That's why the City Team promotes 0.5 
parking spaces per residential unit. 
 

• Fatuous TDM arguments: 
o "Parking Produces Traffic Congestion--Every parking space is a magnet for cars" and "If 

you build it........they will come." 
 In earlier submissions I had written:   

As I have pointed out in another e-mail, there are 3 main traffic magnets in our area: 
schools, freeway entrance/exits, and the BP Station transit hub.  If reduction of car 
traffic in the area is the goal, these magnets need to removed.  Obviously, this is neither 
an appropriate nor realistic solution. 
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BP Station and freeway entrance/exits are part of transportation infrastructure.  However CCSF is 
different. CCSF is not transportation infrastructure.   People are not just passing through on the way to 
someplace else.  CCSF is a destination in and of itself. 
                     
Rather than parking producing congestion, it's the existence of a desired destination 
that induces traffic.  Parking is but a means to accommodate those who want to get to 
the desired destination.    
 
Case-in-point:  When school is not in session, there are very few cars in the Reservoir 
parking lot and there's very little traffic on Phelan.  This demonstrates the falsehood of 
the "parking produces traffic congestion" premise. 
       
Bottom line:  Parking, in and of itself, does not promote 
congestion.  Rather, congestion is the product of people trying to get to 
a desired destination.   Student access to education, which includes 
driving and parking, should not be subordinate to the Balboa Reservoir 
Project. 
 

• "Spillover [parking] from City College" 
o Both Sunnyside Neighborhood Assn and Westwood Park Assn have made clear that 

the neighborhood supports CCSF and its students.  The Nelson-Nygaard Study calls for 
preventing "spillover from City College" by making parking for them difficult via RPP and 
enforcement.  Rather than making parking difficult for students, the neighbors have 
called for the Balboa Reservoir Project to provide adequate on-site parking for student 
needs.  

         
Bottom line:  Instead of shifting the burden of mitigation for the elimination of 
student parking by the TDM solution of "reducing single-occupant trips by 
college staff, faculty, students, and neighborhood residents", the Reservoir 
Project needs to take responsibility for replacing lost student parking. 

 

--aj 



From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
To: "o k"
Subject: RE: Comment on Balboa Reservoir EIR
Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:30:00 PM

Hello, thank you for your comments. This is only the beginning of the environmental review process,
and we will consider your comments in the environmental document we prepare for this project.
 
FYI, the initial study checklist requires us to consider the following questions:
 
 

13.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 
Would the project:

a)    Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b)    Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c)    Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d)    Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e)    Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)     Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

 
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: o k <owenbdkatz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:13 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comment on Balboa Reservoir EIR

mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:owenbdkatz@gmail.com
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

 

 

Hi there,
 
Thanks for allowing time for comment on the enivornmental impact report of Balboa Reservoir. As
stated the purpose of the report is to 'provide information about the potential significant physical
environmental effects of the proposed project," yet there is no mention of these words
 
- wildlife
- animal or animals
- bird or birds
- flora, fauna, flower
*the only mention of plant is referring to "Oceanside Treatment Plant"
 
which leads the reader to believe that this process isn't considering the loss of habitat that the
project would cause. Subsequent EIRs under the CEQA checklist fail to mention the topics of wildlife
displacement (unless the vague "Biological Resources" topic includes implications for all living
things).
 
This must mean that the process deems displacement of birds and insects such as white crowned
sparrows, California scrub jays, West Coast lady butterflies are not deemed by this body to be
significant.
 
In light of the new UN report about our own species being endangered by the loss and extinction of
others, we should take care to mitigate for any loss of habitat. Obviously it's not reasonable to turn
the entire area into native habitiat but mitigation measures are missing from the current EIR and
must be included. The GGP Bison Paddock restoration is an example of how integrated mitigation
can work within existing plans to encourage/protect species. 
 
I hope you can elevate this mitigation conversation when considering the full impact of the project.
 
Thank you

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/03/stop-biodiversity-loss-or-we-could-face-our-own-extinction-warns-un
https://goldengateaudubon.org/blog-posts/nesting-season-prep-bison-paddock/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Maybaum, Erica

(BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rafael Mandelman; Brigitte Davila;
Shaw, Linda (MYR)

Subject: Fw: Hypocrisy in 11/17/2016 letter from City to CCSF
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 3:35:04 AM
Attachments: 2016-11-17 CCSF BOT Letter_FMP Update_City Comments_Signed JRahaim.pdf

 

Hi Jeanie,

Please add the following 10/9/2017 email and attachment (letter to City College
signed by John Rahaim) into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.

Thanks, 
Alvin Ja

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>
To:
Sent: Monday, October 9, 2017 10:37 PM
Subject: Hypocrisy in 11/17/2016 letter from City to CCSF

BOT, Chancellor, Facilities Committee:

HYPOCRISY OF BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT PLANNERS

In reviewing Sunshine Ordinance documents, I have come across a 11/17/2016
Planning Dept letter addressed to City College BOT signed by its Director, John
Rahaim (attached for your convenience).

The 11/17/2016 letter provided the City’s input on the City College draft Facilities
Master Plan.

Under the heading of “Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management”,
the letter states:
 

“CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or increasing the number of parking spaces
associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface parking is replaced with buildings.
This level of parking provision would have negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion…”

 
Further down in the letter, under the heading “Balboa Reservoir Development Access
& Interface”, the letter states:

“While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site

mailto:ajahjah@att.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:brcac@sfgov.org
mailto:thomas.shanahan@sfgov.org
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:Erica.Maybaum@sfgov.org
mailto:Erica.Maybaum@sfgov.org
mailto:jen.low@sfgov.org
mailto:DHood@sfwater.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:rafaelmandelman@yahoo.com
mailto:bd@brigittedavila.com
mailto:lshaw@ccsf.edu
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT


November 17, 2016


Rafael Mandelman, Board of Trustees President


Thea Selby, Board of Trustees Vice President
Amy Bacharach, Trustee
Brigitte Davila, Trustee


Steve Ngo, Trustee


Alex Randolph, Trustee


John Rizzo, Trustee
Bouchra Simmons, Trustee
City College of San Francisco


50 Phelan Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112


Re: CCSF Facilities Master Plan Draft Preferred Option


Dear President Mandelman and Board of Trustees,


The San Francisco Planning Department is pleased to support the City College of San Francisco (GCSE) in


its efforts to create a Facilities Master Plan (FMP) that furthers the College's educational mission and
deepens its connections to the communities it serves. We are fully committed to continuing our


partnership with CCSF to help you fulfill the College's mission and return to full enrollment.


1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479


Recepfion:
415.558.6378


Farc:
415.558.6409


Planning
Information:
415.558.6377


Planning Department staff, in coordination with staff from SFMTA, OEWD, SFPUC, the Recreation &
Parks Department, and BART, has submitted written comments throughout the FMP process and I want
to acknowledge and commend the work of the CCSF master planning team. The FMP Draft Preferred


Option (presented at the CCSF Workshops on November 1 and 2, 2016, and at the CCSF Board of


Trustees on November 17, 2016) incorporates many of the recommendations provided on earlier draft


options to the master planning team from the public, CCSF community, and City agencies. In response to


the Draft Preferred Option, City staff has submitted additional written comments to CCSF staff
representing the collective feedback of multiple agencies in a memo attached to this letter. The Planning


Department and its partner agencies encourage CCSF to continue to incorporate designs, strategies, and


policies into the FMP that reflect existing community-based plans and City policies.


I n general, the Planning Department strongly recommends that plans for City College's Ocean Campus


and its Centers be considered holistically as part of the City fabric and within the context of the


neighborhoods where they are located. More specifically, the paragraphs below provide a high level


summary of these recommendations and the comments submitted to CCSF staff.


Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management (TDMJ


Access to the Ocean Campus is of vital importance to both CCSF and the City, and will require a range of


transportation choices for students and employees. In order to support affordable access for students,
reduce high levels of roadway congestion, and reduce the burden of financing and operating parking,


the City urges CCSF to make transit, biking, walking, and shuttles more attractive and shift mode share
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towards these options. For example, as Ocean Campus is served well by several transit lines, CCSF could


partner with transit agencies on programs like a student transit pass, creating more affordable


transportation options for students.


To realize CCSF's Sustainability Plan objectives and other transportation goals, the City recommends that


CCSF implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies that reduce short- and long-


term parking demand. Strategies could be included in the FMP, in a concurrent process, or an effort


immediately following the FMP. TDM measures include standard practices that optimize parking


resources while reducing capital expenditures that could be allocated elsewhere, such as educational


facilities that directly support CCSF's educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or


increasing the number of parking spaces associated with the campus as on-and off-campus surface


parking is replaced with buildings. This level of parking provision would have negative consequences for


neighborhood congestion—there is a demonstrated relationship between the provision of on-site


parking and the amount of driving to that site—and at $50,000 to $80,000 per space, the cost required


for such a proposal would be enormous. For a fraction of the cost, CCSF can implement a suite of transit


incentives, parking management measures, and other TDM strategies that help lower parking demand,


congestion, and the visual impact of parking structures, while still providing adequate parking for


members of the CCSF community who need it.


Urban Design


The location of the Ocean Campus on the vibrant Ocean Avenue commercial corridor and within San


Francisco's urban neighborhoods requires careful consideration of the interface between the campus


and its surrounding context. Currently, the campus has a tenuous and inconsistent physical relationship


to its neighbors and to city streets, with large setbacks, underutilized public spaces, and surface parking


being the predominant pattern, particularly along Ocean and Phelan Avenues. The City urges CCSF to


recognize its role as a gateway to the neighborhood in order to foster a vibrant, safe, and friendly


pedestrian environment utilizing the following strategies:


1. Locating future buildings close to the sidewalk;


2. Programming these buildings with ground-level, street-facing active uses;


3. Increasing pedestrian access and connections to campus from the surrounding neighborhoods;


and,


4. Designing campus open spaces with active uses in mind, particularly when located along public


rights of way.


The current draft of the FMP shows progress on items 1 and 3 above, and the City looks forward to


seeing how the rest of these strategies can be adopted as the plan is further fleshed out in the coming


months. Furthermore, it is recommended that the FMP include strong and specific urban design intent—


and potentially design guidelines—to ensure that the Plan's design vision is implemented as intended.


Ocean Avenue


As a primary gateway for both the Ocean Campus and the neighborhood, Ocean Avenue plays a key role


in both CCSF and City planning efforts. In 2015, the Planning Department, in cooperation with multiple


City agencies and with community input, completed the Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design plan, which


articulates a streetscape design and multi-modal access vision for the Ocean corridor. The preferred
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"expanded roadway" alternative would significantly improve pedestrian and bicycle connectivity and
safety to City College. In addition to making the journey to City College more enjoyable, the design can
help San Francisco reach its Vision Zero goal of eliminating traffic deaths by 2024.


The preferred option, which was vetted by CCSF as part of the community outreach process, would
require a public bicycle lane and pedestrian way on CCSF property along Ocean Avenue. Given the
unsafe conditions currently found on Ocean Avenue and the vital importance of the street for campus
access, the City urges CCSF to incorporate the recommendations of the Ocean and Geneva Corridor
Design plan "expanded roadway" alternative into the FMP.


Balboa Reservoir Development Access &Interface
With SFPUC's Balboa Reservoir property slated for development in the coming years, the City urges CCSF
to describe in the FMP how the College's development west of Phelan Avenue will interact with the
proposed Reservoir development. The more clarity the FMP can provide about City College's vision for
its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the more sensitive to City College the Balboa
Reservoir developer can be.


While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site is a critical
element that needs to be considered now as part of CCSF's master planning process. The current draft
of the FMP indicates only a single point of ingress/egress to the Reservoir site from Phelan Avenue
adjacent to Riordan High School, over which the City already has an access easement. The City urges
that the FMP indicate additional preferred locations for roadway access from Phelan Avenue to the
future Lee Avenue extension. The City understands that the creation of any such additional roadways on
property owned by City College would be subject to the July 28, 2016 Board of Trustees resolution on
Balboa Reservoir.


The Planning Department and our partner agencies are thrilled to be working with CCSF to articulate a
vision for City College and its continued legacy in San Francisco. Please do not hesitate to reach out to
me or my staff if you have any questions.


Best gards,


Jo Rahaim


Director, Sa Francisco Planning Department
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update 
Consolidated City Agency Comments on Draft Preferred Option (7. Nov. 2016) 
The following comments represent feedback collected from staff at the Planning Department, OEWD, 
SFMTA, SFCTA, Rec and Park, and SFPUC on CCSF’s Draft Preferred Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Option 
for the Ocean Campus. The comments are in response to the draft presented to the FMP Working Group 
on October 25, 2016 (attached as the last page of this document). 


Campus Access, Parking & Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 


1. In general, proposed changes to the campus along the borders with Ocean and Phelan will likely 
encourage greater pedestrian activity along these streets, which the Planning Department and 
SFMTA support. It is important to ensure that changes are made with an eye to safety, however, 
to ensure there is adequate space for pedestrians on sidewalks and that street crossings are 
easy and safe. The opening up of the NE corner of Ocean and Phelan, as “City College Plaza” or a 
Front Door to the campus, will dramatically change the flow and volume of pedestrians at this 
complicated intersection, and there must be careful planning and coordination with SFMTA 
when doing so. Indeed, the redesign of certain pedestrian corridors on campus must be done 
with an eye to how this will affect pedestrian crossings. 


2. Before proposing parking facilities based on an assumed parking demand, it is recommended 
and standard practice to first consider policy, program and pricing measures that reduce 
demand for parking and optimize existing parking resources at the campus. Without such 
measures (commonly referred to as Transportation Demand Management, or “TDM”), CCSF 
risks excessive capital expenditures that could be allocated to elsewhere, such as classrooms or 
other expenditures that directly support educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates 
that existing parking will be replaced at approximately a 1:1 ratio; however, at $50,000 to 
$80,000 per space, the cost of the parking structures required for this proposal would be 
enormous, and likely infeasible from both a design and financial perspective. The City urges 
CCSF to move forward with campus plans and consider a suite of parking management and TDM 
measures that, for a fraction of the cost, can reduce parking demand, congestion and the visual 
impact of parking structures (see comment #3).   


3. CCSF’s efforts to minimize the visibility of parking from public rights of way and to better 
distribute parking around campus are commended. It is recommended that CCSF identify 
additional distributed parking locations to (1) better minimize parking-related congestion and 
(2) have a contingency plan in case it is not feasible to create adequate auto access to the 
eastern parking location. 


4. CCSF should work with SFCTA and Caltrans to determine feasibility of the proposed new 
driveway just west of the I-280 off-ramp. Bob Masys, Senior Engineer at SFCTA 
(bob.masys@sfcta.org, 415-522-4835), has indicated that the proposal would face substantial 
obstacles, including: 


• Regrading and/or retaining walls would likely be needed; 
• Left turns may not be possible at that location due to conflicts with the light rail; 



mailto:bob.masys@sfcta.org
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• The location encroaches on Caltrans property; and 
• Overall proximity of the intersection to other intersections is problematic and may need 


Caltrans and SFMTA approvals of variance from standards. 
5. Where is the proposed access for below grade parking at Student Service Building? Please 


include conceptual-level access scheme.   
6. As consistent with San Francisco Planning Code (Sections 145.1 and 155), the General Plan, the 


Balboa Park Area Plan, and the forthcoming Urban Design guidelines, CCSF should incorporate 
active uses on the Phelan-facing ground floor of the parking structure  proposed between the 
Arts Complex and Riordan High School; minimize frontage dedicated to parking and loading on 
all sides; and design structures to minimize conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists.  


7. The ingress and egress to the parking structure proposed between the Arts Complex and 
Riordan High School presents a potential conflict with the future bike facility on the Lee Avenue 
extension and E-W connector to Phelan Ave. Future circulation, parking design and access 
should be closely coordinated with SFMTA. 


8. Where new parking structures are considered, design them so they can be adaptively reused for 
other uses in the future, when parking demand is lower. 


9. The Muni pedestrian bridge across Ocean does not appear to be included in the plan. Does CCSF 
have a position on whether it should be retained or demolished? 


10. Pedestrian and bike access to campus along Havelock Street is currently deficient. What 
improvements does CCSF envision to improve access on the south side of the street along its 
property line? 


11. What improvements does CCSF envision to improve pedestrian conditions on the south side of 
Judson Avenue, particularly in front of the Horticulture Complex and the open space north of 
the soccer field? 


12. Does CCSF propose any improvements at the intersection of Judson and Phelan that could both 
improve pedestrian safety and highlight the location as the northern gateway to campus? 


13. Please provide a circulation diagram showing proposed access routes for autos, bicycles, and 
pedestrians; it should include known facilities on city-owned streets that are planned for 
completion within the time horizon of the FMP.  


Ocean Avenue Streetscape/Frontage 


1. CCSF’s efforts to pursue design solutions that create a welcoming and pedestrian-oriented 
frontage on Ocean Avenue are appreciated.  


2. While acknowledging the grade challenges along Ocean, it is recommended that the Student 
Service building at Ocean/Phelan corner be located closer to the street on both the western and 
southern sides. As the gateway to campus, this building should have a prominent placement on 
the corner and should complement the dominant zero lot line pattern of the rest of the Ocean 
Avenue corridor.  


3. Completing the north/south access via the “College Walk” is a welcome design gesture and has 
the potential to create a strong gateway to the campus, especially for those arriving by Muni. 
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Note that providing greater definition of this access will necessitate coordination with SFMTA to 
determine whether crosswalks at Judson and Ocean are required. 


4. The Planning Department strongly requests that City College incorporate the Ocean and Geneva 
Corridor Design “expanded roadway” design for Ocean Avenue into the FMP, including the 
widening of the Ocean Avenue right of way into City College property. This concept would 
directly benefit City College students and employees by increasing sidewalk widths along Ocean 
Avenue, improving pedestrian and bicycle safety, and enabling MUNI boarding islands at Howth 
Street. The Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design project was developed over the course of several 
public meetings from 2012 to 2014 with strong community support and City College 
participation. View the design here: http://sf-planning.org/ocean-avenue-corridor-design  


5. As a complement to comment #4 above, it is recommended that CCSF and SFMTA coordinate to 
determine what improvements could be incorporated along the Ocean Ave frontage to integrate 
with transit service. The “Ocean Gateway” could possibly be used as an integration point for the 
multiple transit lines that travel on Ocean Avenue. 


6. The intersection of Ocean Avenue/Phelan Avenue/Geneva Avenue currently has a skewed 
alignment, resulting in inefficient operations and congestion. It is recommended that City 
College work with SFMTA to determine if modifications to the site could be accommodated that 
would allow for a realignment of this intersection. If the “City College Plaza” feature is retained 
in the final plan, MTA would then more seriously consider a reconfiguration that would move 
the existing K line platforms further west directly adjacent to the proposed new City College 
plaza/ campus entrance. 


7. City College should work with the SFPUC to document the heretofore undocumented water 
pipeline that the SFPUC relocated to accommodate the construction of the City College Wellness 
Center so the construction of new buildings does not negatively impact the pipeline.  


Balboa Reservoir Development Access & Interface 


1. In relation to the Balboa Reservoir development, work with City to identify potential street 
routes, pedestrian pathways, bike routes, and development interfaces. The City is concerned 
that the draft preferred option removes a vehicular entry point, limiting access to the west of 
Phelan to only a single means of vehicular ingress/egress (as shown between the proposed 
parking structure and Riordan High School). The Planning Department requests consideration of 
a second ingress/egress further south and coordination with SFMTA. 


2. CCSF is urged to describe in the FMP how the College’s development west of Phelan Avenue will 
interact with the College’s new neighbors further west. The more clarity the FMP can provide 
about City College’s vision for its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the 
more sensitive to City College the Balboa Reservoir developer can be. 


 


 


 



http://sf-planning.org/ocean-avenue-corridor-design
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Phelan Avenue & West Campus 


1. Over the course of the planning process, CCSF has described a vision for Phelan Avenue in which 
the street is transformed into a pedestrian-oriented seam that stitches the east and west sides 
of the campus together. The City supports this general concept. When describing Phelan Avenue 
in the FMP, it is recommended that CCSF provide specific examples and precedents for the kinds 
of pedestrian enhancements that are desired.  


2. Consider ways to activate the east side of Phelan on/adjacent to the sloped ceremonial open 
space.  


3. The gesture of completing the Cloud Walk circle west of Phelan is potentially an effective way to 
tie all the primary academic buildings together. Consider moving the crosswalks at Phelan and 
Cloud Circle so that they align with the circle, rather than making people walk out of their way 
to cross Phelan.  


4. The removal of the parking lot between the MUB and Phelan, as shown, is highly encouraged. 
Consider reducing the setback of the proposed Arts Complex and Parking Structure in order to 
provide a more active and pedestrian-oriented frontage on Phelan (e.g. in line with the façade of 
Riordan High School). If setback is maintained as proposed, provide active uses and specific 
guidance on the design of the public space between the front façade of the buildings and the 
street. As a critical community-facing frontage, it will be important to have a strong concept in 
the FMP describing this interface.  


5. City College should address its encroachment on SFPUC property at the Balboa Reservoir at its 
earliest opportunity. 


6. Can you provide more detail on the layout and loading area for the Child Development Center 
adjacent to Phelan Loop? Double parking is usually an issue at schools, daycare, etc.—ensuring 
that this would not impact Phelan Loop operations is important. 


Other Urban Design Recommendations 


1. It is strongly recommended that the FMP include guidelines that address the design of the 
campus’s public spaces and open space areas. The draft plan includes many new public and 
open space areas and their design will be critical in ensuring a vibrant public realm, both within 
the campus itself and at the interfaces between the campus and public streets/surrounding 
neighborhoods. 


2. In general, it is recommended that CCSF consider utilizing buildings to overcome access 
challenges due to steep grades on campus (ie buildings that have entrances at multiple grades 
connected by elevators). Particularly along Cloud Circle, Ocean Avenue, and the east side of 
Phelan Avenue.  
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Rec & Park Property 


1. The CCSF tennis courts are currently on Rec and Park property. Converting such property to non-
recreational purposes such as a corp yard or parking is prohibited without a ballot measure. 


2. It appears that the portion of the RPD property just south of the tennis courts is currently being 
used as a campus maintenance/storage facility. As part of the FMP, is recommended that CCSF 
consider ways to convert this southern area to recreational purposes, as is required in the RPD 
resolution granting CCSF use of the property. 


3. Please connect with Stacy Bradley at RPD for additional information. (stacy.bradley@sfgov.org, 
415- 575-5609) 



mailto:stacy.bradley@sfgov.org
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[cutting through City College property—aj] is a critical element that needs to be considered now
as part of CCSF's master planning process…”
 

Back in November 2016 when you first read this letter, I assume that BOT and
Administration were able to discern the brazen hypocrisy contained in this letter to
SFCCD.
 
ONE STANDARD FOR CITY COLLEGE………
The City had the audacity in this letter to blame the FMP for negative consequences
of proposed FMP parking.  The City shows lack of self-awareness and dishonesty
when the reason for needing replacement parking is ultimately the Balboa Reservoir’s
own elimination of student parking—parking which constitutes the existing condition.
 
…………..ANOTHER STANDARD FOR BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT
The 11/17/2016 Planning Dept letter raises the importance for SFCCD to provide
roadway access for the Reservoir Project.  The letter says “roadway access is a
critical element that needs to be considered now…”
 
Since the City planners  say that the parking needs of CCSF stakeholders can be
resolved with TDM, the TDM solution should obviate the need for roadway access for
the Reservoir Project , too, doncha think? 
 
But, no.  A double standard applies.
 
Did you notice that the City’s concern for “negative consequences for neighborhood
congestion” only applied to City College, but not to the Reservoir Project?  FYI,
throughout the “public engagement process”, the Reservoir Project staff has not
shown serious concern for its own negative consequences.
 
If BOT and Administration allow the City to abuse City College stakeholders-- whose
interests you are supposed to represent--you are failing in your compliance with
Accreditation Standard IV.C.4.

 
--aj     10/9/2017



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

November 17, 2016 

Rafael Mandelman, Board of Trustees President 
Thea Selby, Board of Trustees Vice President 
Amy Bacharach, Trustee 
Brigitte Davila, Trustee 
Steve Ngo, Trustee 
Alex Randolph, Trustee 
John Rizzo, Trustee 
Bouchra Simmons, Trustee 
City College of San Francisco 
50 Phelan Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94112 

Re: CCSF Facilities Master Plan Draft Preferred Option 

Dear President Mandelman and Board of Trustees, 

The San Francisco Planning Department is pleased to support the City College of San Francisco (CCSF) in 
its efforts to create a Facilities Master Plan (FMP) that furthers the College's educational mission and 
deepens its connections to the communities it serves. We are fully committed to continuing our 
partnership with CCSF to help you fulfill the College's mission and return to full enrollment. 

Planning Department staff, in coordination with staff from SFMTA, OEWD, SFPUC, the Recreation & 
Parks Department, and BART, has submitted written comments throughout the FMP process and I want 
to acknowledge and commend the work of the CCSF master planning team. The FMP Draft Preferred 
Option (presented at the CCSF Workshops on November 1 and 2, 2016, and at the CCSF Board of 
Trustees on November 17, 2016) incorporates many of the recommendations provided on earlier draft 
options to the master planning team from the public, CCSF community, and City agencies. In response to 
the Draft Preferred Option, City staff has submitted additional written comments to CCSF staff 
representing the collective feedback of multiple agencies in a memo attached to this letter. The Planning 
Department and its partner agencies encourage CCSF to continue to incorporate designs, strategies, and 
policies into the FMP that reflect existing community-based plans and City policies. 

In general, the Planning Department strongly recommends that plans for City College's Ocean Campus 
and its Centers be considered holistically as part of the City fabric and within the context of the 
neighborhoods where they are located. More specifically, the paragraphs below provide a high level 
summary of these recommendations and the comments submitted to CCSF staff. 

Access, Parking, and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Access to the Ocean Campus is of vital importance to both CCSF and the City, and will require a range of 
transportation choices for students and employees. In order to support affordable access for students, 
reduce high levels of roadway congestion, and reduce the burden of financing and operating parking, 
the City urges CCSF to make transit, biking, walking, and shuttles more attractive and shift mode share 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415-558.6377 



towards these options. For example, as Ocean Campus is served well by several transit lines, CCSF could 
partner with transit agencies on programs like a student transit pass, creating more affordable 
transportation options for students. 

To realize CCSF's Sustainability Plan objectives and other transportation goals, the City recommends that 
CCSF implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies that reduce short- and long
term parking demand. Strategies could be included in the FMP, in a concurrent process, or an effort 
immediately following the FMP. TDM measures include standard practices that optimize parking 
resources while reducing capital expenditures that could be allocated elsewhere, such as educational 
facilities that directly support CCSF's educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates maintaining or 
increasing the number of parking spaces associated with the campus as on- and off-campus surface 
parking is replaced with buildings. This level of parking provision would have negative consequences for 
neighborhood congestion-there is a demonstrated relationship between the provision of on-site 
parking and the amount of driving to that site-and at $50,000 to $80,000 per space, the cost required 
for such a proposal would be enormous. For a fraction of the cost, CCSF can implement a suite of transit 
incentives, parking management measures, and other TDM strategies that help lower parking demand, 
congestion, and the visual impact of parking structures, while still providing adequate parking for 
members of the CCSF community who need it. 

Urban Design 
The location of the Ocean Campus on the vibrant Ocean Avenue commercial corridor and within San 
Francisco's urban neighborhoods requires careful consideration ofthe interface between the campus 
and its surrounding context. Currently, the campus has a tenuous and inconsistent physical relationship 
to its neighbors and to city streets, with large setbacks, underutilized public spaces, and surface parking 
being the predominant pattern, particularly along Ocean and Phelan Avenues. The City urges CCSF to 
recognize its role as a gateway to the neighborhood in order to foster a vibrant, safe, and friendly 
pedestrian environment utilizing the following strategies: 

1. Locating future buildings close to the sidewalk; 

2. Programming these buildings with ground-level, street-facing active uses; 

3. Increasing pedestrian access and connections to campus from the surrounding neighborhoods; 
and, 

4. Designing campus open spaces with active uses in mind, particularly when located along public 
rights of way. 

The current draft of the FMP shows progress on items 1and3 above, and the City looks forward to 
seeing how the rest of these strategies can be adopted as the plan is further fleshed out in the coming 
months. Furthermore, it is recommended that the FMP include strong and specific urban design intent
and potentially design guidelines-to ensure that the Plan's design vision is implemented as intended. 

Ocean Avenue 
As a primary gateway for both the Ocean Campus and the neighborhood, Ocean Avenue plays a key role 
in both CCSF and City planning efforts. In 2015, the Planning Department, in cooperation with multiple 
City agencies and with community input, completed the Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design plan, which 
articulates a streetscape design and mult i-modal access vision for the Ocean corridor. The preferred 
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"expanded roadway" alternative would significantly improve pedestrian and bicycle connect ivity and 
safety to City College. In addition to making the journey to City College more enjoyable, the design can 
help San Francisco reach its Vision Zero goal of eliminating traffic deaths by 2024. 

The preferred option, which was vetted by CCSF as part of the community outreach process, would 
require a public bicycle lane and pedestrian way on CCSF property along Ocean Avenue. Given the 
unsafe conditions currently found on Ocean Avenue and the vital importance of the street for campus 
access, the City urges CCSF to incorporate the recommendations of the Ocean and Geneva Corridor 
Design plan "expanded roadway" alternative into the FMP. 

Balboa Reservoir Development Access & Interface 
With SFPUC's Balboa Reservoir property slated for development in the coming years, the City urges CCSF 
to describe in the FMP how the College's development west of Phelan Avenue will interact with the 
proposed Reservoir development. The more clarity the FMP can provide about City College's vision for 
its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the more sensitive to City College the Balboa 
Reservoir developer can be. 

While the design of the Reservoir site has not yet begun, roadway access to the Reservoir site is a critical 
element that needs to be considered now as part of CCSF's master planning process. The current draft 
of the FMP ind icates on ly a single point of ingress/egress to the Reservo ir site from Phelan Avenue 
adjacent to Riordan High School, over which the City already has an access easement. The City urges 
that the FMP indicate additional preferred locations for roadway access from Phelan Avenue to the 
future Lee Avenue extension. The City understands that the creation of any such additional roadways on 
property owned by City College would be subject to the July 28, 2016 Board of Trustees resolution on 
Balboa Reservoir. 

The Planning Department and our partner agencies are thrilled to be working w ith CCSF to articulate a 
vision for City College and its continued legacy in San Francisco. Please do not hesitate to reach out to 
me or my staff if you have any questions. 
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CCSF Facilities Master Plan Update 
Consolidated City Agency Comments on Draft Preferred Option (7. Nov. 2016) 
The following comments represent feedback collected from staff at the Planning Department, OEWD, 
SFMTA, SFCTA, Rec and Park, and SFPUC on CCSF’s Draft Preferred Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Option 
for the Ocean Campus. The comments are in response to the draft presented to the FMP Working Group 
on October 25, 2016 (attached as the last page of this document). 

Campus Access, Parking & Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

1. In general, proposed changes to the campus along the borders with Ocean and Phelan will likely 
encourage greater pedestrian activity along these streets, which the Planning Department and 
SFMTA support. It is important to ensure that changes are made with an eye to safety, however, 
to ensure there is adequate space for pedestrians on sidewalks and that street crossings are 
easy and safe. The opening up of the NE corner of Ocean and Phelan, as “City College Plaza” or a 
Front Door to the campus, will dramatically change the flow and volume of pedestrians at this 
complicated intersection, and there must be careful planning and coordination with SFMTA 
when doing so. Indeed, the redesign of certain pedestrian corridors on campus must be done 
with an eye to how this will affect pedestrian crossings. 

2. Before proposing parking facilities based on an assumed parking demand, it is recommended 
and standard practice to first consider policy, program and pricing measures that reduce 
demand for parking and optimize existing parking resources at the campus. Without such 
measures (commonly referred to as Transportation Demand Management, or “TDM”), CCSF 
risks excessive capital expenditures that could be allocated to elsewhere, such as classrooms or 
other expenditures that directly support educational goals. CCSF has stated that it anticipates 
that existing parking will be replaced at approximately a 1:1 ratio; however, at $50,000 to 
$80,000 per space, the cost of the parking structures required for this proposal would be 
enormous, and likely infeasible from both a design and financial perspective. The City urges 
CCSF to move forward with campus plans and consider a suite of parking management and TDM 
measures that, for a fraction of the cost, can reduce parking demand, congestion and the visual 
impact of parking structures (see comment #3).   

3. CCSF’s efforts to minimize the visibility of parking from public rights of way and to better 
distribute parking around campus are commended. It is recommended that CCSF identify 
additional distributed parking locations to (1) better minimize parking-related congestion and 
(2) have a contingency plan in case it is not feasible to create adequate auto access to the 
eastern parking location. 

4. CCSF should work with SFCTA and Caltrans to determine feasibility of the proposed new 
driveway just west of the I-280 off-ramp. Bob Masys, Senior Engineer at SFCTA 
(bob.masys@sfcta.org, 415-522-4835), has indicated that the proposal would face substantial 
obstacles, including: 

• Regrading and/or retaining walls would likely be needed; 
• Left turns may not be possible at that location due to conflicts with the light rail; 

mailto:bob.masys@sfcta.org
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• The location encroaches on Caltrans property; and 
• Overall proximity of the intersection to other intersections is problematic and may need 

Caltrans and SFMTA approvals of variance from standards. 
5. Where is the proposed access for below grade parking at Student Service Building? Please 

include conceptual-level access scheme.   
6. As consistent with San Francisco Planning Code (Sections 145.1 and 155), the General Plan, the 

Balboa Park Area Plan, and the forthcoming Urban Design guidelines, CCSF should incorporate 
active uses on the Phelan-facing ground floor of the parking structure  proposed between the 
Arts Complex and Riordan High School; minimize frontage dedicated to parking and loading on 
all sides; and design structures to minimize conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists.  

7. The ingress and egress to the parking structure proposed between the Arts Complex and 
Riordan High School presents a potential conflict with the future bike facility on the Lee Avenue 
extension and E-W connector to Phelan Ave. Future circulation, parking design and access 
should be closely coordinated with SFMTA. 

8. Where new parking structures are considered, design them so they can be adaptively reused for 
other uses in the future, when parking demand is lower. 

9. The Muni pedestrian bridge across Ocean does not appear to be included in the plan. Does CCSF 
have a position on whether it should be retained or demolished? 

10. Pedestrian and bike access to campus along Havelock Street is currently deficient. What 
improvements does CCSF envision to improve access on the south side of the street along its 
property line? 

11. What improvements does CCSF envision to improve pedestrian conditions on the south side of 
Judson Avenue, particularly in front of the Horticulture Complex and the open space north of 
the soccer field? 

12. Does CCSF propose any improvements at the intersection of Judson and Phelan that could both 
improve pedestrian safety and highlight the location as the northern gateway to campus? 

13. Please provide a circulation diagram showing proposed access routes for autos, bicycles, and 
pedestrians; it should include known facilities on city-owned streets that are planned for 
completion within the time horizon of the FMP.  

Ocean Avenue Streetscape/Frontage 

1. CCSF’s efforts to pursue design solutions that create a welcoming and pedestrian-oriented 
frontage on Ocean Avenue are appreciated.  

2. While acknowledging the grade challenges along Ocean, it is recommended that the Student 
Service building at Ocean/Phelan corner be located closer to the street on both the western and 
southern sides. As the gateway to campus, this building should have a prominent placement on 
the corner and should complement the dominant zero lot line pattern of the rest of the Ocean 
Avenue corridor.  

3. Completing the north/south access via the “College Walk” is a welcome design gesture and has 
the potential to create a strong gateway to the campus, especially for those arriving by Muni. 
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Note that providing greater definition of this access will necessitate coordination with SFMTA to 
determine whether crosswalks at Judson and Ocean are required. 

4. The Planning Department strongly requests that City College incorporate the Ocean and Geneva 
Corridor Design “expanded roadway” design for Ocean Avenue into the FMP, including the 
widening of the Ocean Avenue right of way into City College property. This concept would 
directly benefit City College students and employees by increasing sidewalk widths along Ocean 
Avenue, improving pedestrian and bicycle safety, and enabling MUNI boarding islands at Howth 
Street. The Ocean and Geneva Corridor Design project was developed over the course of several 
public meetings from 2012 to 2014 with strong community support and City College 
participation. View the design here: http://sf-planning.org/ocean-avenue-corridor-design  

5. As a complement to comment #4 above, it is recommended that CCSF and SFMTA coordinate to 
determine what improvements could be incorporated along the Ocean Ave frontage to integrate 
with transit service. The “Ocean Gateway” could possibly be used as an integration point for the 
multiple transit lines that travel on Ocean Avenue. 

6. The intersection of Ocean Avenue/Phelan Avenue/Geneva Avenue currently has a skewed 
alignment, resulting in inefficient operations and congestion. It is recommended that City 
College work with SFMTA to determine if modifications to the site could be accommodated that 
would allow for a realignment of this intersection. If the “City College Plaza” feature is retained 
in the final plan, MTA would then more seriously consider a reconfiguration that would move 
the existing K line platforms further west directly adjacent to the proposed new City College 
plaza/ campus entrance. 

7. City College should work with the SFPUC to document the heretofore undocumented water 
pipeline that the SFPUC relocated to accommodate the construction of the City College Wellness 
Center so the construction of new buildings does not negatively impact the pipeline.  

Balboa Reservoir Development Access & Interface 

1. In relation to the Balboa Reservoir development, work with City to identify potential street 
routes, pedestrian pathways, bike routes, and development interfaces. The City is concerned 
that the draft preferred option removes a vehicular entry point, limiting access to the west of 
Phelan to only a single means of vehicular ingress/egress (as shown between the proposed 
parking structure and Riordan High School). The Planning Department requests consideration of 
a second ingress/egress further south and coordination with SFMTA. 

2. CCSF is urged to describe in the FMP how the College’s development west of Phelan Avenue will 
interact with the College’s new neighbors further west. The more clarity the FMP can provide 
about City College’s vision for its physical interface with the Balboa Reservoir project site, the 
more sensitive to City College the Balboa Reservoir developer can be. 

 

 

 

http://sf-planning.org/ocean-avenue-corridor-design
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Phelan Avenue & West Campus 

1. Over the course of the planning process, CCSF has described a vision for Phelan Avenue in which 
the street is transformed into a pedestrian-oriented seam that stitches the east and west sides 
of the campus together. The City supports this general concept. When describing Phelan Avenue 
in the FMP, it is recommended that CCSF provide specific examples and precedents for the kinds 
of pedestrian enhancements that are desired.  

2. Consider ways to activate the east side of Phelan on/adjacent to the sloped ceremonial open 
space.  

3. The gesture of completing the Cloud Walk circle west of Phelan is potentially an effective way to 
tie all the primary academic buildings together. Consider moving the crosswalks at Phelan and 
Cloud Circle so that they align with the circle, rather than making people walk out of their way 
to cross Phelan.  

4. The removal of the parking lot between the MUB and Phelan, as shown, is highly encouraged. 
Consider reducing the setback of the proposed Arts Complex and Parking Structure in order to 
provide a more active and pedestrian-oriented frontage on Phelan (e.g. in line with the façade of 
Riordan High School). If setback is maintained as proposed, provide active uses and specific 
guidance on the design of the public space between the front façade of the buildings and the 
street. As a critical community-facing frontage, it will be important to have a strong concept in 
the FMP describing this interface.  

5. City College should address its encroachment on SFPUC property at the Balboa Reservoir at its 
earliest opportunity. 

6. Can you provide more detail on the layout and loading area for the Child Development Center 
adjacent to Phelan Loop? Double parking is usually an issue at schools, daycare, etc.—ensuring 
that this would not impact Phelan Loop operations is important. 

Other Urban Design Recommendations 

1. It is strongly recommended that the FMP include guidelines that address the design of the 
campus’s public spaces and open space areas. The draft plan includes many new public and 
open space areas and their design will be critical in ensuring a vibrant public realm, both within 
the campus itself and at the interfaces between the campus and public streets/surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

2. In general, it is recommended that CCSF consider utilizing buildings to overcome access 
challenges due to steep grades on campus (ie buildings that have entrances at multiple grades 
connected by elevators). Particularly along Cloud Circle, Ocean Avenue, and the east side of 
Phelan Avenue.  
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Rec & Park Property 

1. The CCSF tennis courts are currently on Rec and Park property. Converting such property to non-
recreational purposes such as a corp yard or parking is prohibited without a ballot measure. 

2. It appears that the portion of the RPD property just south of the tennis courts is currently being 
used as a campus maintenance/storage facility. As part of the FMP, is recommended that CCSF 
consider ways to convert this southern area to recreational purposes, as is required in the RPD 
resolution granting CCSF use of the property. 

3. Please connect with Stacy Bradley at RPD for additional information. (stacy.bradley@sfgov.org, 
415- 575-5609) 

mailto:stacy.bradley@sfgov.org
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: aj
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Shanahan, Thomas (ECN); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Tom Temprano; Ivy Lee; Hood, Donna (PUC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Evidence of Secondary Impact
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 9:40:12 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

For the administrative record:
 

The "Heads I Win, Tails You Lose" PRC Section 20199(b)(3) proscribes a finding of significance for "the adequacy of parking for a project" [for the Balboa Reservoir
Project itself].  

This proscription can neither be logically nor fairly extended to apply to the elimination of the historical and existing use of the PUC Reservoir for CCSF student parking.

Only a lack of integrity and autocratic overreach would allow the City to pretend that PRC 21099(b)(3) can override adverse impacts on City College stakeholders.

I wish to present substantial evidence to support the claim of secondary physical effects on City College caused by the proposed Reservoir Development:

Excerpted from 5/1/2017 City College answers to questions asked by Reservoir RFP finalists   https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=10716 :

CCSF’s developing (but not yet adopted) Facilities Master Plan (FMP) shows two structured parking facilities – one on the west side of the Ocean Campus west of the Performing Arts Education Center,
and one on the east side of the Campus east of the Stadium. These parking structures are shown on the FMP in anticipation of the Balboa Reservoir development, which will result in the loss of up to 1,004
parking spaces that CCSF has had access to for many decades...
Development of the parking structure is not tied to development of the PAEC –it is tied to
the loss of parking due to development of Balboa Reservoir. Timing of construction of the
parking structures should occur ahead of the loss of the equivalent parking due to Balboa
Reservoir development.
CCSF does not believe it should bear the burden of developing the parking  structures and the associated costs. CCSF has enjoyed use of the Balboa Reservoir site for  1,004 parking spaces for decades,
and although CCSF utilizes the parking under a fully- revocable license from the SFPUC, many now perceive it as an extension of CCSF’s campus.   CCSF is only master planning potential sites for
parking structures on campus land due to  the potential loss of the Balboa Reservoir parking.

Excerpted from 5/3/2018 BOT Study Session on Facilities Master
Plan https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20180503/20180503%20CCSF%20Study%20Session%20Final.pdf 
:

Two Year Bond Fund Budget
 2018-2020 

• $45M – Planning and Approval Phase
   – Design and Approval of PAEC and Priority FMP projects
       • STEM, Student Development, Renovate Science Hall 
       • Parking Replacement Plan
 – Immediate Benefit Projects 
       • Smart Classrooms, Instructional Technology 
       • Sustainability and Energy Efficiency Projects 
       • CDC Design, Wayfinding, Swing Space Prep
 – Saves Escalation Cost – Earlier starts for next projects 

CCSF Study Session 
Conceptual Budget Exercise 

 Building                                                                              Total 
Performing Arts Education Center                                    $221M 
Student Union                                                                   $144M 
Instructional                                                                       $126M 
Stem Complex                                                                   $309M 
Child Development Center                                                  $20M 
Central Plant                                                                       $34M 
Student Services                                                              $104M 
Instructional ‐ Visual Arts (Renovation)                              $26M 
Instructional ‐ Batmale (Renovation)                                  $83M 
Science Hall (Renovation)                                                $114M 
East Parking Structure (877 Spaces)                                 $91M 
West Parking Structure (1,030 Spaces)                             $83M 
Total Ocean Campus (Phase I)                                       $1.355B

Submitted by:
Alvin Ja                       11/6/2018   
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

From: Janet Lohr
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: RE: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 6:22:18 PM

Thanks for your reply, which is reassuring.  What about parking?

-----Original Message----- 
From: "Poling, Jeanie (CPC)" 
Sent: Nov 6, 2018 10:36 AM 
To: Janet Lohr 
Subject: RE: Balboa Reservoir 

Hello Ms. Lohr,
 
Thank you for your comments. As stated in the notice of preparation, up to 50 percent of the
new units would be designated affordable to persons earning between 55 and 120 percent
of the area median income and would be distributed throughout the site.
 
Thank you.
Jeanie Poling
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: Janet Lohr <clayriver@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:11 PM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
 

 

Dear Ms. Poling,
 
I am very concerned about the Balboa Reservoir project.  Will there be adequate
parking for City College?  A large proportion of the students commute to school by
car.  Let's not make it difficult for them.
 
How much affordable housing will there be?  It should be reserved for City College
teachers.   Part time teachers have an especially hard time managing to live in SF,
and they are over half the faculty.
 
Thank you.
 
Janet Lohr

mailto:clayriver@earthlink.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Debra Wilensky
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 1:00:45 PM

 

I am very concerned about the plans for what is built  on Balboa Reservoir.

I agree that the city needs much more affordable housing, I’m a firm believer in public transit,
and I agree that the single level parking lot is not the best use of the land.
However, public transportation has not replaced the need for cars. 

CCSF Ocean Campus continues to be difficult for many to access by MUNI necessitating the
need to drive, especially for teachers and students traveling between campuses. Replacing a 20
minute car trip with an hour plus bus ride will not get us out of our cars. We need to maintain
and increase the current parking availability. 

When the much anticipated Performing Arts Educational Center is finally built, not only will
we need to replace current faculty and student parking lost to that project, but we will also
need additional parking for the new facility. Any new housing on that site will require
adequate parking for those units as well. 

The housing proposals I saw called for <.5 parking spots per unit with an explanation along
the lines that “the need for cars would decrease in the future because of newer alternatives
such as Uber/Lyft, self-driving technologies, bicycle/scooter use...” However, those
alternatives have not yet eliminated the need for parking. Additionally, each unit is likely to
have need of parking for more than one car. The need to share a unit with a spouse, partner,
roommates, and adult children, all with  cars needing parking, will continue no matter how
“affordable” the unit. Those who use public transportation will continue to need parking
spaces in which to leave their cars while they take public transit. Parking spots for residents
are not likely to become available for shared CCSF use and residents might indeed need an
even greater share of available parking than anticipated.

Please do not underestimate the need for parking! Please do not build anything that doesn’t
take into consideration increased needs for parking for both CCSF and the residents of the
new project.

Debra Wilensky, retired
ESL Instructor (1979-2017), ESL Coordinator (Spring 2016-Spring 2017)
John Adams Campus
City College of San Francisco

Sometime student

Parent of students 

mailto:dswilensky@icloud.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


Community member

Home address:
1568 48th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

Sent from my iPad



From: r and k
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Comment Variant #3 Proposed San Ramon closure
Date: Friday, November 09, 2018 10:50:42 AM
Attachments: BR - EIR Variant #3 Closure of San Ramon 11-9-18.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Ms. Poling:

I am writing to comment on including Variant #3 in the scope of the Balboa Reservoir Environmental
Impact Report.  I have also attached a signed letter for the record.

Specifically, Variant # 3

1)    Prevents Westwood Park residents direct and easy access from the
neighborhood to the amenities that will be available in the new development,
specifically parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy
access to City College and the Muni transit center on Frida Kahlo Way and
Ocean Avenue.

2)    Sends a powerful and negative message to the new residents in this new
community that is contrary to better neighborhoods practices and San
Francisco values.

By way of reference, I am a resident of Westwood Park (40+ years) and active in the
community. I am currently a member of the Ocean Avenue Association Street Life and
Business Improvement Committees, the OMI Cultural Participation Project (Board
Member), and other organizations supporting the Ocean Avenue/Ingleside
neighborhoods, Arts and Culture District and retail corridor. I am a former member of
the Westwood Park Association Board of Directors (President 2009-2016), and Balboa
Reservoir Community Advisory Board (Vice Chair 2015-2016).

Sincerely,

Kate Favetti

mailto:woloso1@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org







November 9, 2018 

Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Balboa Reservoir - EIR: Comment on Variant #3 to close San Ramon Way to 
bicycle and pedestrian access 

Dear Ms. Poling: 

I am writing to comment on including Variant #3 in the scope of the Balboa Reservoir 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Specifically, Variant# 3 

1) Prevents Westwood Park residents direct and easy access from the 
neighborhood to the amenities that will be available in the new development, 
specifically parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy 
access to City College and the Muni transit center on Frida Kahlo Way and 
Ocean Avenue. 

2) Sends a powerful and negative message to the new residents in this new 
community that is contrary to better neighborhoods practices and San 
Francisco values. 

By way of reference, I am a resident of Westwood Park (40+ years) and active in the 
community. I am currently a member of the Ocean Avenue Association Street Life and 
Business Improvement Committees, the OMI Cultural Participation Project (Board 
Member), and other organizations supporting the Ocean Avenue/Ingleside 
neighborhoods, Arts and Culture District and retail corridor. I am a former member of 
the Westwood Park Association Board of Directors (President 2009-2016), and Balboa 
Reservoir Community Advisory Board (Vice Chair 2015-2016). 

Sincerely, 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Leslie Simon
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No: 2018-007883ENV
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 4:45:24 PM
Attachments: Bal REs Alternative_081118.pdf

 
Leslie Simon

117 Brewster Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

lsimon@ccsf.edu
<!--[if !supportLineBreakNewLine]-->

<!--[endif]-->
November 9, 2018

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite400
San Francisco, California 94103
 
Re: Balboa Reservoir Project
Case No: 2018-007883ENV
 
Dear Jeanie Poling:
 
This letter is to describe an adverse impact on City College of San Francisco of the
development in the Balboa Reservoir. I will also offer an alternative plan that should be
considered (see attachment).
 
Adverse Impact on City College of San Francisco
 
I am writing as a long-time instructor at City College of San Francisco. It is tragic that
while the College was being unfairly attacked by a rogue accrediting agency that severely
diminished the College’s enrollment, the Balboa Reservoir Project moved forward with
plans that would further damage enrollment.
 
The accreditation crisis caused the College to go from 85,000 full-time equivalent
students (FTES) to under 65,000 FTES. With the crisis resolved and Free City granting
free tuition to San Francisco residents, the College’s enrollment is just beginning to pick
back up, but it is nowhere close to a restored enrollment.
 
City College is a commuter school, where a substantial number of students depend on

mailto:lsimon@ccsf.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
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low cost parking to attend classes. They are often juggling more than one part-time job
and dropping off and picking up their children at day care and school, in addition to
taking classes at the College. Sufficient student parking is essential to the health of
enrollment at the College. Currently, public transit does not meet their needs.
 
Parking Report and Impact
 
Kittelson and Associates reported the following on April 19, 2018: “The project site is
currently occupied by a 1,007 surface parking lot (Lower Lot)…The Lower Lot serves as
overflow parking for the City College of San Francisco’s 1,167 space Upper Lot.” Two
dates were used for data collection. The December 7, 2017 collection date is useless
because this is at the end of the semester when attendance falls due to final exam
preparation. The January 31, 2018 is a more reliable measure. At its height the combined
Upper and Lower Lot was at 73% usage.
 
When the Performing Arts and Education Center (approved by voters in bond measures
in 2001 and 2005) is built on the Upper Reservoir, aka Upper Lot, at least 200 spaces will
be lost, boosting usage to 80% of available space. When the 25% drop in enrollment is
restored, then approximately 400 more parking spaces will be needed pushing the
combined lot’s usage back to about 100% capacity.
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project will bring in 2,200 adult residents and will supplant all
1,007 spaces from the Lower Lot decreasing capacity parking for City College students by
50%. This will further erode enrollment at the College. The Balboa Reservoir Project will
succeed in permanently shrinking City College, a deeply adverse impact on the College.
 
FYI the proposed public parking by the Balboa Reservoir Project will be too expensive
(estimated cost is $12-$20/day while students now pay $3/day or $40/semester) for
City College students. Instead it will serve BART commuters with high paying jobs.
 
Unfair Burden on CCSF’s Facilities Master Plan
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project is forcing City College to include new parking garages in its
Facilities Master Plan (FMP). But where will the funding for the ambitious FMP come
from? One of the proposed sources is a nearly billion-dollar bond measure not even on
the ballot yet, let alone approved by the voters. Why force this added burden on one of
the most treasured of San Francisco’s institutions when it is struggling to regain its
health?
 
Alternative Plan
 
Sadly, those of us who have opposed the Balboa Reservoir Project have incorrectly been
cast as being opposed to housing. On the contrary, we support truly affordable housing.



 
We refer you to an article by Joseph Smooke and Dyan Ruiz “Five Reasons Why San
Francisco Must Not Give Up Public Land for Market Rate Development” (Truth-out, April
3, 2015). Smooke and Ruiz argue “You can’t solve an affordable housing problem by
building luxury housing.” They further explain “…for every 100 market-rate units the city
allows on public sites, there are another 43 affordable units that need to be built to
compensate.” This data comes from a 2007 study commissioned by the Planning
Department. The people who serve folks in the market-rate housing will be forced to live
far away from San Francisco contributing to further traffic congestion in the Bay Area
region and seriously reducing their quality of life.
 
At most the Balboa Reservoir Project will offer 33% housing that is affordable to people
with teachers salaries and below. That would provide about 350 units. An alternative
plan would build 350 units only, all of them affordable (100%) to people with teachers’
salaries and below.
 
A model for this plan exists adjacent to the Balboa Reservoir at 1100 Ocean, a
development built on public land and 100% affordable. The possibility of this model
must be explored.
 
I have attached a sketch that shows how these units would fit into the Lower Lot of the
Reservoir. Alternative funding sources could include a proposed municipal bank and a
reassessment of under-assessed commercial properties or a change in the Twitter tax. It
is not necessary to use unneeded luxury housing, which create the need for a substantial
number of additional affordable units, to fund affordable units.
 
Until funding for 100% affordable housing for the number of units that could be
established in the Lower Lot in a sequenced manner so as not to radically reduce parking
before public transit has been improved, no housing should be built on the Balboa
Reservoir because it will have an adverse impact on the enrollment and consequent
health of City College of San Francisco.
 
The attached alternative plan shows three structures, which could be built in phases, so
that when the promised better transit services are established, some of the Lower Lot
could be dedicated incrementally to affordable housing. I request that this alternative
plan be explored.
 
Establish a shuttle to BART from Frida Kahlo Way and offer free public transportation for
college students (won for K-12 students in 2013). Increase service on the lines serving
the Reservoir area: K, 29, 43, 54, 15, and 8 Bayshore, and 49. Only then can students with
multiple responsibilities consider public transit as a means of getting to and from jobs
and children’s schools. Only then can they give up parking in the Balboa Reservoir
allowing 100% affordable housing to be built on public land, leaving green space and



enough parking for those students for whom even improved public transit will not
alleviate their need to drive to school.
 
Thank you for addressing this complaint and alternative suggestion in the Draft EIR.
 
Sincerely,
Leslie Simon
Faculty, City College of San Francisco
 
 
 

Leslie Simon
Interdisciplinary Studies Instructor
City College of San Francisco
50 Phelan Avenue, SF 94112
Mailbox: Mission
Office: Mission 264
Voice: 415-920-6023
www.ccsf.edu/groundswell
fridakahloway.wordpress.com

Please sign up for "Introduction to Museum Studies," IDST 3, for Fall 2018
https://www.ccsf.edu/Schedule/Fall/interdisciplinary_studies.shtml

http://www.ccsf.edu/groundswell
https://fridakahloway.wordpress.com/
http://www.ccsf.edu/groundswell
https://www.ccsf.edu/Schedule/Fall/interdisciplinary_studies.shtml
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: noreen@naturetrip.com
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No.: 2018-007883ENV
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 2:51:32 PM

 

Ms. Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

Re: Balboa Reservoir Project 
Case No.: 2018-007883ENV

Dear Ms. Jeanie Poling:

This letter is regarding the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.  This development proposes increasing the human
density, building height, lighting and traffic at this site.  This project site is within the City of San Francisco where a
variety of native plants including Coyote Brush (a keystone species) and wildlife including the White-crowned
Sparrow thrive.  Native and migrating birds evolved with and depend upon the native plants and the insects
including butterflies as habitat.  The nearby City College campus and Balboa Park provide a corridor of plants with
seed, nectar and insects and nesting and resting places for over 50 species of birds. 

With this increased dense development, the project should adhere to the Standards for Bird Safe Building
guidelines.  (see https://sf-planning.org/standards-bird-safe-buildings )  The Standards for Bird Safe Building
guidelines address lighting and glazing through a variety of options.

The City of San Francisco has a biodiversity resolution which should be supported if this proposed project proceeds
(see https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-a-san-francisco-biodiversity-policy ).  Often in San
Francisco development projects sidewalks, cement plazas or courtyards, and other hard surfaces are considered
open space.  The project design should instead support the biodiversity resolution through the use of native plants
in the open space, green walls and/or green roofs which will attract butterflies and birds and provide a space for
people to enjoy a bit of nature. 

The Central Park and SFPUC space description lists a potential lawn.  Lawns require irrigation with water and
maintenance; as opposed to properly established native plants which are adapted to the soil and climate of this
area.  Lawns are from European countries, but are not part of the natural heritage of San Francisco.  There are
beautiful native bunch grasses, groundcovers, low growing bushes like that aforementioned Coyote Brush and
flowers which are appropriate.  Since the Central Park will be in the center of buildings, this is another reason to
adhere to bird safe building design to prevent bird-building collisions.

Please enclose any dog runs within a gated area to prevent erosion, pet-human and pet-wildlife conflicts.

Thank you for considering these recommendations which would benefit the existing and future residents, nearby
students, and visitors.

 

Sincerely,

 

Noreen Weeden

San Francisco resident

 

mailto:noreen@naturetrip.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://sf-planning.org/standards-bird-safe-buildings
https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-a-san-francisco-biodiversity-policy


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: noreen@naturetrip.com
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: RE: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No.: 2018-007883ENV
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 3:07:52 PM
Attachments: 181109 Balboa Reservoir.pdf

 

Attached is a pdf with signature.

Hard copy via US Mail

 

From: noreen@naturetrip.com [mailto:noreen@naturetrip.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 10, 2018 2:50 PM
To: 'jeanie.poling@sfgov.org'
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No.: 2018-007883ENV
 

Ms. Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

Re: Balboa Reservoir Project 
Case No.: 2018-007883ENV

Dear Ms. Jeanie Poling:

This letter is regarding the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.  This development proposes increasing the human
density, building height, lighting and traffic at this site.  This project site is within the City of San Francisco where a
variety of native plants including Coyote Brush (a keystone species) and wildlife including the White-crowned
Sparrow thrive.  Native and migrating birds evolved with and depend upon the native plants and the insects
including butterflies as habitat.  The nearby City College campus and Balboa Park provide a corridor of plants with
seed, nectar and insects and nesting and resting places for over 50 species of birds. 

With this increased dense development, the project should adhere to the Standards for Bird Safe Building
guidelines.  (see https://sf-planning.org/standards-bird-safe-buildings )  The Standards for Bird Safe Building
guidelines address lighting and glazing through a variety of options.

The City of San Francisco has a biodiversity resolution which should be supported if this proposed project proceeds
(see https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-a-san-francisco-biodiversity-policy ).  Often in San
Francisco development projects sidewalks, cement plazas or courtyards, and other hard surfaces are considered
open space.  The project design should instead support the biodiversity resolution through the use of native plants
in the open space, green walls and/or green roofs which will attract butterflies and birds and provide a space for
people to enjoy a bit of nature. 

The Central Park and SFPUC space description lists a potential lawn.  Lawns require irrigation with water and
maintenance; as opposed to properly established native plants which are adapted to the soil and climate of this
area.  Lawns are from European countries, but are not part of the natural heritage of San Francisco.  There are
beautiful native bunch grasses, groundcovers, low growing bushes like that aforementioned Coyote Brush and
flowers which are appropriate.  Since the Central Park will be in the center of buildings, this is another reason to
adhere to bird safe building design to prevent bird-building collisions.

Please enclose any dog runs within a gated area to prevent erosion, pet-human and pet-wildlife conflicts.

Thank you for considering these recommendations which would benefit the existing and future residents, nearby
students, and visitors.

mailto:noreen@naturetrip.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://sf-planning.org/standards-bird-safe-buildings
https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-a-san-francisco-biodiversity-policy







 

Sincerely,

 

Noreen Weeden

San Francisco resident

 



November 9, 2018 

Via US Mail and email 

Ms. Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 

Dear Ms. Jeanie Poling: 

Re : Balboa Reservoir Project 
Case No.: 2018-007883ENV 

This letter is regarding the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project. This development proposes increasing the human 

density, building height, lighting and traffic at this site. This project site is within the City of San Francisco where a 

variety of native plants including Coyote Brush (a keystone species) and wildlife including the White-crowned 

Sparrow thrive. Native and migrating birds evolved with and depend upon the native plants and the insects 

including butterflies as habitat. The nearby City College campus and Balboa Park provide a corridor of plants with 

seed, nectar and insects and nesting and resting places for over 50 species of birds. 

With this increased dense development, the project should adhere to the Standards for Bird Safe Building 

guidelines. (see https://sf-planning.org/standards-bird-safe-buildings ) The Standards for Bird Safe Building 

guidelines address lighting and glazing through a variety of options. 

The City of San Francisco has a biodiversity resolution which should be supported if this proposed project proceeds 

(see https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-a-san-francisco-biodiversity-policy ). Often in San 

Francisco development projects sidewalks, cement plazas or courtyards, and other hard surfaces are considered 

open space. The project design should instead support the biodiversity resolution through the use of native plants 
in the open space, green walls and/or green roofs which will attract butterflies and birds and provide a space for 

people to enjoy a bit of nature. 

The Central Park and SFPUC space description lists a potential lawn. Lawns require irrigation with water and 
maintenance; as opposed to properly established native plants which are adapted to the soil and climate of this 

area. Lawns are from European countries, but are not part of the natural heritage of San Francisco. There are 

beautiful native bunch grasses, groundcovers, low growing bushes like that aforementioned Coyote Brush and 

flowers which are appropriate. Since the Central Park will be in the center of buildings, this is another reason to 

adhere to bird safe building design to prevent bird-building collisions. 

Please enclose any dog runs within a gated area to prevent erosion, pet-human and pet-wildlife conflicts. 

Thank you for considering these recommendations which would benefit the existing and future residents, nearby 
students, and visitors. 

Sincerely, 

/tcu_e t/f. t;(. / -
Noreen Weeden ~~~ 
San Francisco resident 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Pauline Jue
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: EIR on alboa Park Reservoir Project
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 10:35:12 AM

 

I am very concerned that there will be an adverse impact on the community with this proposed
development (1100 or 1550 units).  There is no current water supply for this development.  There have
been reports in the past about the lack of water resources for the entire west side of San Francisco.
Adding 1100-5000 additional residents in this small compact area will only stretch resources further.

There will be added pollution as these residents drive to/from their housing to work, play, etc. Such a
dense housing area will exacerbate fire danger.

Respectfully,

Pauline Jue

mailto:pjue1388@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Robert Hall
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Comments
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 2:24:44 PM
Attachments: Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Comments.docx

 

Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Comments:

 

Please account for the biodiversity loss and offer mitigating solutions in the
Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping document.

 

Although the reservoir was meant to be a hard surface where plants shouldn’t
grow, over the years native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), yellow bush
lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and various non-native shrubs have colonized the
area. The result is a patchy habitat that has attracted a thriving flock of Coastal
Nuttall’s white-crowned sparrows. I saw breeding evidence this Spring. A local
resident, Greg Gaar, assures me that they’ve been breeding there since, at least,
the 1970s. The attraction is the native coyote brush, an amazing plant that
offers cover for our local birds and sustenance for over 54 insect species
(https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf). Also present are house
finch, red tail hawk, California scrub jay, Anna’s hummingbird, West Coast
lady butterfly, bumblebee, grasshopper and various lichens.

 

A recent World Wildlife fund study points out that the world has lost 52% of its
biodiversity since the 1970s (https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlife-
fund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/). This means
that, in San Francisco, where habitat for biodiversity is at a premium, we need
to be careful where we trod. City and state officials agree, with each entity
rolling out biodiversity resolutions that have the goal of protecting flora and
fauna.

(https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversity-
goals)

mailto:bilgepump100@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlife-fund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlife-fund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/
https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversity-goals
https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversity-goals

Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Comments:



Please account for the biodiversity loss and offer mitigating solutions in the Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping document. 



Although the reservoir was meant to be a hard surface where plants shouldn’t grow, over the years native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), yellow bush lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and various non-native shrubs have colonized the area. The result is a patchy habitat that has attracted a thriving flock of Coastal Nuttall’s white-crowned sparrows. I saw breeding evidence this Spring. A local resident, Greg Gaar, assures me that they’ve been breeding there since, at least, the 1970s. The attraction is the native coyote brush, an amazing plant that offers cover for our local birds and sustenance for over 54 insect species (https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf). Also present are house finch, red tail hawk, California scrub jay, Anna’s hummingbird, West Coast lady butterfly, bumblebee, grasshopper and various lichens. 



A recent World Wildlife fund study points out that the world has lost 52% of its biodiversity since the 1970s (https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlife-fund-wwf-half-the-worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/). This means that, in San Francisco, where habitat for biodiversity is at a premium, we need to be careful where we trod. City and state officials agree, with each entity rolling out biodiversity resolutions that have the goal of protecting flora and fauna. 

(https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversity-goals)

(http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf)



I urge you to hire an ecologist and make plans to mitigate by building new local native habitat in the immediate proximity of your development so biodiversity can adapt to the stark changes you’re proposing.



Bob Hall

1946 Grove St. Apt. 6

San Francisco, CA 94117





(http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf)

 

I urge you to hire an ecologist and make plans to mitigate by building new local
native habitat in the immediate proximity of your development so biodiversity
can adapt to the stark changes you’re proposing.

 

Bob Hall

1946 Grove St. Apt. 6

San Francisco, CA 94117

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf


Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Comments: 
 
Please account for the biodiversity loss and offer mitigating solutions in 
the Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping document.  
 
Although the reservoir was meant to be a hard surface where plants 
shouldn’t grow, over the years native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), 
yellow bush lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and various non-native shrubs 
have colonized the area. The result is a patchy habitat that has attracted 
a thriving flock of Coastal Nuttall’s white-crowned sparrows. I saw 
breeding evidence this Spring. A local resident, Greg Gaar, assures me 
that they’ve been breeding there since, at least, the 1970s. The 
attraction is the native coyote brush, an amazing plant that offers cover 
for our local birds and sustenance for over 54 insect species 
(https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf). Also present are 
house finch, red tail hawk, California scrub jay, Anna’s hummingbird, 
West Coast lady butterfly, bumblebee, grasshopper and various lichens.  
 
A recent World Wildlife fund study points out that the world has lost 
52% of its biodiversity since the 1970s 
(https://www.cbsnews.com/news/world-wildlife-fund-wwf-half-the-
worlds-biodiversity-gone-over-last-40-years/). This means that, in San 
Francisco, where habitat for biodiversity is at a premium, we need to be 
careful where we trod. City and state officials agree, with each entity 
rolling out biodiversity resolutions that have the goal of protecting flora 
and fauna.  
(https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-
biodiversity-goals) 
(http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180907-
CaliforniaBiodiversityActionPlan.pdf) 
 
I urge you to hire an ecologist and make plans to mitigate by building 
new local native habitat in the immediate proximity of your 
development so biodiversity can adapt to the stark changes you’re 
proposing. 
 
Bob Hall 
1946 Grove St. Apt. 6 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

https://plants.usda.gov/plantguide/pdf/pg_bapi.pdf
https://sfenvironment.org/policy/resolution-adopting-citywide-biodiversity-goals
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Virginia Schultz
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 1:57:47 PM

 

Hi Ms. Poling,

Thank you for taking the time to review my comments on the Balboa Reservoir Project.

The Project will have a significant impact to the environment and surrounding neighborhoods.
Additionally, I believe that retaining public land for public use should be the highest priority.

Since it appears the Balboa Reservoir Project will proceed, I request the EIR study the following:
- The impact of the inevitable increase of cars. Whether or not we'd like people to use public
transportation or bike more is beside the point. The fact is that that there are 1.1 vehicles per
household and touting that the Project is near public transportation will not have a measurable effect on
residents owning a car. I would like to drive less, but the reality is that public transportation is too
unreliable.

- The response times for emergency personnel. I echo the concerns the San Francisco fire fighter
presented at the meeting on October 30.

- The impact of the increased number of idling vehicles on the Ocean Ave freeway exit. This exit is
frequently backed up. With more residents, the number of cars backed up and idling on the freeway and
for several blocks on Ocean Ave. will increase.

- The impact access to Westwood Park will have. The width of the majority of streets in Westwood Park
doesn't allow for two cars to be side by side despite the streets being two-way. Currently, if 2 or more cars
are driving in opposite directions, cars going one way have to pull over or back up and wait for the others
to pass. If there is vehicular access to Westwood Park, the increase of cars idling will increase
significantly. If there is pedestrian access to Westwood Park, the number of idling cars will still increase,
as people will use Westwood Park to park their cars.

- The impact additional delivery vehicles will have. As ecommerce has grown, the number of deliveries
that are made via UPS, USPS, FedEx, and other smaller companies has grown. The increase number of
units in the Project will increase the number of deliveries made.

It's critical for a successful Project that the EIR consider what "is" rather than what "we'd like." We'd like
viable transportation alternatives. We'd like people to drive less. We'd like City College students and staff
to take public transportation. The facts remain that the neighborhood currently uses the parking currently
available and it would be folly to assume that just by eliminating parking that the other statements would
become true.

Additionally, since there are so many public and private schools in the neighborhood. The students and
other children who live in the neighborhood will suffer from the increased carbon emissions.

I support the suggestions that:
- .5 parking places should be the minimum included in the Project
- Parking for CCSF students and teachers should be included in the Project
- When demand is low, City College can use the parking spots in the Project (suggestion given at the
meeting on Oct. 30)

mailto:v_schultz@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


- No pedestrian or vehicular access to Westwood Park
- A limit to 1,100 dwelling units in the Project

Thank you,
Virginia Maddan

P.S. Please confirm receipt of this email. Thank you.



From: Crizer
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 4:28:13 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

This piece of property has been used by City College of San Francisco since the end of WWII.  The Mayors Office
of Economic & Workforce Development has completely disregarded the college as well as Avalon Bay and their
partners.  The lack of parking for the college's 40,000 students already has a negative impact on the neighborhood. 
Because the economy is currently in good condition the enrollment is lower than when the economy is in poor
shape.  Traffic and parking in the Ocean Ave area is already in a gridlock situation during peak hours.  The current
proposal to build,first 500 then 1100 and now 1500 rental units is inappropriate for this location.  The best public
use for this property is to deed it over to City College for their exclusive development.  This property has been
before the voters of this city, three times, with similar short sighted housing proposals and they have all been
defeated.  A better location for this plan would be to place in on Lincoln Golf Course, the neighbors in that area
would welcome it.

Sincerely,

Ken Crizer

mailto:hweave@earthlink.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Larry Bernard
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Park Reservoir
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:39:23 PM

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

I wish to submit my comment for the public record regarding the Balboa Reservoir Project.  I

am concerned that  the project will have adverse environmental, social, and physical  impacts

on the surrounding homes, businesses, and especially on City College of San Francisco

The drastic increase in population density of the area will increase traffic, including from Lyft

and Uber.

The  increase  in  delivery  traffic  passing  through  the  entrance  along  Frida  Kahlo  Way  will

affect students’ getting to class and the bus lines.

The development will increase the population in the area substantially without increasing the

infrastructure and availability of commodities such as supermarkets.

The area is already at the peak of transportation congestion and the addition of this many more

new households will further increase this congestion.

Sincerely,

Lawrence E. Bernard
bernard.l.e@earthlink.net

mailto:bernard.l.e@earthlink.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:bernard.l.e@earthlink.net


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Laura Lee Frey
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: scoping of Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 3:01:13 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

     I understand from the Scoping meeting and the Notice of Preparation of the EIR, that the proposed
number of units for study are 800 - 1550 units.  I request that study also be done for 500 units, a number
that would better fit the principles and parameters of the BRCAC.

     I refer you to:
     URBAN DESIGN & NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
     Principle #2:
     c.  "Locate taller buildings where adjacent buildings are tallest, with height TAPERING DOWN on
approach to single-family neighborhoods.  Buildings on the western side of Site should be lower in height
than buildings on the eastern side and should respect the scale, privacy and light of adjacent homes to
the west of the Site.  Buildings should be separated from Westwood Park rear yards by setbacks or open
spaces.  Building heights should fall with a range of 25 FEET to 65 FEET."

     The 1100 unit plan proposes tall buildings very quickly on the west (not tapering down), the heights
are greater, (and 15' is not much of a "separation" to Westwood Park). 

Sincerely,  Laura Frey
 

mailto:enzybio@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rita M EVANS
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, Public Comment on Scoping
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 4:11:53 PM
Attachments: EIR Variants Comments 11-12-2018.doc

 

Jeanie,

Attached are my comments for the public record on the Balboa Reservoir Project
environmental scoping. 

Thank you for a very informative presentation at the Oct 30 meeting. You made some clear
distinctions about what this process is and is not intended to do. That's really helpful to those
of in the public.

Rita

-- 
Rita Evans
 

mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

To: Jeanie Poling, Senior Environmental Planner, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org, SF Planning Department

From: Rita Evans, 226 Judson Avenue, San Francisco, rita.evans@berkeley.edu

Date: November 11, 2018

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV, Scope of the EIR

These written comments are in addition to the oral comments I provided at the October 30 public scoping meeting. 

1) The current Developer’s Proposed Option for the Balboa Reservoir site is seriously flawed in assuming no vehicular access via San Ramon Way. The proposed option must be modified to allow such access before the environmental review process proceeds. 

With more than 2000 new residents in the planned development, traffic congestion on neighboring streets will increase dramatically. While increased traffic is inevitable, the burden of dealing with the project’s impact must be shared by the surrounding neighborhoods. Having only two access points for vehicles, one to Ocean Avenue and the other to Frida Kahlo Way/Judson Avenue, inflicts the entire burden of increased traffic on residents of neighborhoods to the east and south while shielding those living in Westwood Park. 

In not considering vehicular access via the San Ramon Way (or another street to the west) the EIR will fail to weigh the benefits and drawbacks of this access point to the west of the project. There would be a significant impact on traffic on surrounding streets if residents westbound from the BR project are forced into an indirect route via streets to the south and east. Residents of Sunnyside and those living south of Ocean Avenue will be forced to assume an additional traffic burden while Westwood Park is shielded from this impact. The Proposed Option and all Variants must assume vehicular access via San Ramon Way in the interest of fairness.

Ocean Avenue is already heavily congested with private vehicles, Muni light right vehicles, buses and bicyclists. Many streets in Sunnyside and south of Ocean, not just those in Westwood Park, are narrow and ill-suited to carrying additional traffic. 

If this project is built, neighbors in ALL surrounding neighborhoods must share in the burden of the impact of additional traffic and parking demand. 

2) If the Developer’s Proposed Option is not modified to allow vehicular access via San Ramon or another street to the west, I request that an additional Variant allowing such access be added to the EIR process for the reasons outlined in 1) above.

3) Variant 3, “Assumes no pedestrian or bike access from San Ramon Way,” should not even be considered during the environmental review process. Pedestrian and cyclists living in both the new development and existing neighborhoods to the east will be forced into lengthy detours. Instead of promoting walking and cycling, it encourages driving.

Residents to the west may wish to protect themselves from increased parking demand, but what current best practice in planning promotes the idea of walling off one neighborhood from an adjacent one? How does this promote the idea of complete streets and better neighborhoods? Who benefits besides a small number of Westwood Park residents? Many of us in Sunnyside have looked forward for years to a more direct and more attractive walking route to the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor, one this project must provide. 

It is puzzling enough that the developer would even consider such an environmentally unfriendly option, but how can the Planning Department possibly justify allowing it to be one of the options being weighed? The Planning Department promotes “Eight Elements of a Great Neighborhood” and here is the perfect opportunity for Planning to demonstrate the department’s concrete commitment to the concepts of Walking to Shops, Getting around Easily, Special Character, and Part of the Whole. (SF Planning Department, https://sf-planning.org/eight-elements-great-neighborhood).

I request that this Variant be dropped from the review process. Let’s connect our neighborhoods! 

4) In the interest of promoting walking and cycling, pedestrian and bicyclist access to the PUC street/walkway adjacent to the Ingleside Library on Ocean Avenue should be provided.  



To: Jeanie Poling, Senior Environmental Planner, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org, SF Planning Department 
From: Rita Evans, 226 Judson Avenue, San Francisco, rita.evans@berkeley.edu 
Date: November 11, 2018 
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV, Scope of the EIR 
 
These written comments are in addition to the oral comments I provided at the October 30 public 
scoping meeting.  
 
1) The current Developer’s Proposed Option for the Balboa Reservoir site is seriously flawed in 
assuming no vehicular access via San Ramon Way. The proposed option must be modified to allow 
such access before the environmental review process proceeds.  
 
With more than 2000 new residents in the planned development, traffic congestion on neighboring 
streets will increase dramatically. While increased traffic is inevitable, the burden of dealing with the 
project’s impact must be shared by the surrounding neighborhoods. Having only two access points for 
vehicles, one to Ocean Avenue and the other to Frida Kahlo Way/Judson Avenue, inflicts the entire 
burden of increased traffic on residents of neighborhoods to the east and south while shielding those 
living in Westwood Park.  
 
In not considering vehicular access via the San Ramon Way (or another street to the west) the EIR will 
fail to weigh the benefits and drawbacks of this access point to the west of the project. There would 
be a significant impact on traffic on surrounding streets if residents westbound from the BR project 
are forced into an indirect route via streets to the south and east. Residents of Sunnyside and those 
living south of Ocean Avenue will be forced to assume an additional traffic burden while Westwood 
Park is shielded from this impact. The Proposed Option and all Variants must assume vehicular access 
via San Ramon Way in the interest of fairness. 
 
Ocean Avenue is already heavily congested with private vehicles, Muni light right vehicles, buses and 
bicyclists. Many streets in Sunnyside and south of Ocean, not just those in Westwood Park, are narrow 
and ill-suited to carrying additional traffic.  
 
If this project is built, neighbors in ALL surrounding neighborhoods must share in the burden of the 
impact of additional traffic and parking demand.  
 
2) If the Developer’s Proposed Option is not modified to allow vehicular access via San Ramon or 
another street to the west, I request that an additional Variant allowing such access be added to the 
EIR process for the reasons outlined in 1) above. 
 
3) Variant 3, “Assumes no pedestrian or bike access from San Ramon Way,” should not even be 
considered during the environmental review process. Pedestrian and cyclists living in both the new 
development and existing neighborhoods to the east will be forced into lengthy detours. Instead of 
promoting walking and cycling, it encourages driving. 
 
Residents to the west may wish to protect themselves from increased parking demand, but what 
current best practice in planning promotes the idea of walling off one neighborhood from an adjacent 
one? How does this promote the idea of complete streets and better neighborhoods? Who benefits 

mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu


besides a small number of Westwood Park residents? Many of us in Sunnyside have looked forward for 
years to a more direct and more attractive walking route to the Ocean Avenue commercial corridor, 
one this project must provide.  
 
It is puzzling enough that the developer would even consider such an environmentally unfriendly 
option, but how can the Planning Department possibly justify allowing it to be one of the options 
being weighed? The Planning Department promotes “Eight Elements of a Great Neighborhood” and 
here is the perfect opportunity for Planning to demonstrate the department’s concrete commitment 
to the concepts of Walking to Shops, Getting around Easily, Special Character, and Part of the Whole. 
(SF Planning Department, https://sf-planning.org/eight-elements-great-neighborhood). 
 
I request that this Variant be dropped from the review process. Let’s connect our neighborhoods!  
 
4) In the interest of promoting walking and cycling, pedestrian and bicyclist access to the PUC 
street/walkway adjacent to the Ingleside Library on Ocean Avenue should be provided.   
 

https://sf-planning.org/eight-elements-great-neighborhood


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sonja Trauss
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 9:43:45 PM

 

Hi Ms. Poling,

I am writing to comment on the proposed EIR. The two proposed projects are too similar to
each other (“...1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space (1,100 to 1,550
dwelling units plus residential amenities) ...”). 

The “higher density” project is only 15% bigger than the lower density project. 1.3 and 1.5
million sq ft of residential floor space are both medium density projects. 

Under CEQA, you have to study different scenarios. 1.3 and 3.9 million sq ft of residential
would be different scenarios, for instance, because one is twice as much housing as the other. 

Thank you,
Sonja Trauss 
603 Natoma St
94103 

On Wed, Oct 10, 2018 at 12:19 PM Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello,

 

The following documents were published today.

Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of a Public Scoping
Meeting

 

Thank you.

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

mailto:sonja.trauss@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOA_Final_clean.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
https://maps.google.com/?q=1650+Mission+Street,+Suite+400+San+Francisco,+CA+94103&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


 

-- 
Sent from a pocket computer



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Brian Marabello
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: BR EIR - Neighbor Comments
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 4:04:35 PM
Attachments: BR EIR Comments Letter.pages

 

Ms. Poling et al -

Attached is a letter containing my comments regarding the pending EIR for the
Balboa Reservoir project. 

Thanks,

Brian Marabello
Resident of Sunnyside

mailto:bmarabello@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org



November 12, 2018 

Jeanie Poling 
SF Planning  
1650 Mission St, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Poling: 

I appreciate the Planning Department’s decision to perform an Environmental Impact 
Report for the Balboa Reservoir project. As a Sunnyside homeowner whose house is 
just two blocks from the site I’m very concerned with the development of the 
reservoir and how it will affect the quality of life for my family, my neighbors, and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

It’s my understanding that you are welcoming comments through November 12 as to 
what issues the EIR will study. Here are mine: 

1. Study the impacts on each and every adjacent neighborhood for not only the 
currently proposed number of units and residents but for other maximum and 
minimum levels still being considered. I hear everything from 800 units to 
5,000. Please cover the range and break out the results by each neighborhood. 

2. Consider the impact from new residents and their vehicles as well as the 
vehicles of service providers to the new residences to congestion along Frida 
Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue.   

3. Assess the impact on parking on all adjacent neighborhoods as well as the BR 
site itself. Account for the scenario that any and all neighborhoods could opt in 
to residential parking permit zoning, which is a likely occurrence. 

4. Incorporate in all your analyses the addition of a parking garage for students, 
staff and an audience for the always-pending Performing Arts Education Center.  

a. Consider additional locations of garages on other sides of the university 
so as to mitigate traffic on Frida Kahlo Way. City College wants more of 
everything but is unwilling to give up anything for it. Their footprint is 



already too big and wasteful. They need to work with the BR and 
Sunnyside. 

5. Study the impact on the Sunnyside neighborhood of not having a viable outlet in 
Frida Kahlo Way because it’s to be closed as rumored or just too congested to 
be the fastest option. We will drive out Monterey to 280 or cut through St 
Francis Woods to go south on 19th St, take bus routes other than the 43, and 
use Glen Park BART instead. 

6. Consider how Ocean Ave merchants will be affected by increased traffic. 
Sunnyside residents are very likely to go elsewhere if Ocean Ave driving and 
parking is no longer easy and painless. 

7. Explore and study alternative areas for egress and ingress to the Balboa 
Reservoir: a) Open San Ramon Avenue to vehicles; b) Open the PUC road next to 
the Ingleside library to bicycles and pedestrians; and c) Explore the adequacy 
of Lee Avenue between the Mercy and Avalon buildings as an exit or entrance to 
Balboa Reservoir, particularly at high-use times of the day. Lee is currently used 
for loading and unloading for Whole Foods/Amazon supplies and is the only exit 
for vehicles from the Whole Foods parking lot; analysis of Lee availability 
during these uses will need to be studied because they will compete with 
vehicle traffic from the Balboa Reservoir.  

8. Not only incorporate City College’s current building and growth plans but 
assume even bigger and bolder ones.  

9. Determine impact to response times for Fire, Police and EMT to emergencies in 
Sunnyside and ones that route through Sunnyside. 

10.Assess safety and convenience of pedestrians and cyclists along Frida Kahlo and 
Ocean Ave. 

11.Determine impact of construction on residents, visitors, animals, businesses, 
roads, and sidewalks. 

Thanks you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Marabello 
379 Staples Ave



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christine Hanson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 4:28:41 PM
Attachments: sent parking comment.pdf

 

Christine Hanson
74 Cotter St. 
San Francisco, CA 94112

November 5, 2018

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite400
San Francisco, California 94103
 
Re: Balboa Reservoir Project
Case No: 2018-007883ENV
 
Dear Jeanie Poling:
Below is public comment for scoping for this project. A PDF is also attached.

The proposed development at Balboa Reservoir will change the existing use of public land
utilized for decades by City College of San Francisco. City College of San Francisco provides
an important public service. This change to the area, brought by the development on the lower
Balboa Reservoir will result in substantial adverse physical impacts to the school by
endangering enrollment, creating hardships for the City College employees, and costing tens
of millions of dollars to either the school in the form of capital improvements expenses or to
the San Francisco taxpayers in the form of expensive bond spending for the school to offer the
same access to education it has offered to students since 1958. In particular this will affect
students who must drive in order to arrive at school in a timely fashion. For this reason the
Project must include the replacement of the existing public resource of 1,007 parking
spaces available since 1958 for the use of City College students and staff. Without this
mitigation the school will suffer more financial hardship at the same time as it works to
survive the recent accreditation crisis.

 

Although Public Resources Code section 21099 subdivision (d)(1) exempts project-parking
impacts from CEQA review, City College in particular will suffer numerous significant
secondary impacts to its operations due to the loss of the existing lower reservoir parking
to the proposed development.
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The	  proposed	  development	  at	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  will	  change	  the	  existing	  use	  of	  
public	  land	  utilized	  for	  decades	  by	  City	  College	  of	  San	  Francisco.	  City	  College	  of	  San	  
Francisco	  provides	  an	  important	  public	  service.	  This	  change	  to	  the	  area,	  brought	  by	  
the	  development	  on	  the	  lower	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  will	  result	  in	  substantial	  adverse	  
physical	  impacts	  to	  the	  school	  by	  endangering	  enrollment,	  creating	  hardships	  for	  
the	  City	  College	  employees,	  and	  costing	  tens	  of	  millions	  of	  dollars	  to	  either	  the	  
school	  in	  the	  form	  of	  capital	  improvements	  expenses	  or	  to	  the	  San	  Francisco	  
taxpayers	  in	  the	  form	  of	  expensive	  bond	  spending	  for	  the	  school	  to	  offer	  the	  same	  
access	  to	  education	  it	  has	  offered	  to	  students	  since	  1958.	  In	  particular	  this	  will	  affect	  
students	  who	  must	  drive	  in	  order	  to	  arrive	  at	  school	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion.	  For	  this	  
reason	  the	  Project	  must	  include	  the	  replacement	  of	  the	  existing	  public	  
resource	  of	  1,007	  parking	  spaces	  available	  since	  1958	  for	  the	  use	  of	  City	  
College	  students	  and	  staff.	  Without	  this	  mitigation	  the	  school	  will	  suffer	  more	  
financial	  hardship	  at	  the	  same	  time	  as	  it	  works	  to	  survive	  the	  recent	  accreditation	  
crisis.	  
	  
Although	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  section	  21099	  subdivision	  (d)(1)	  exempts	  project-‐
parking	  impacts	  from	  CEQA	  review,	  City	  College	  in	  particular	  will	  suffer	  
numerous	  significant	  secondary	  impacts	  to	  its	  operations	  due	  to	  the	  loss	  of	  the	  
existing	  lower	  reservoir	  parking	  to	  the	  proposed	  development.	  
	  
City	  College’s	  Ocean	  Campus	  is	  the	  only	  campus	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Community	  
College	  District	  located	  adjacent	  to	  a	  freeway.	  The	  majority	  of	  City	  College	  students	  
are	  working	  adults	  with	  little	  time	  between	  work	  and	  school.	  According	  to	  the	  State	  
Chancellor’s	  Datamart,	  an	  online	  clearinghouse	  for	  statewide	  community	  college	  
statistics,	  the	  percentage	  of	  City	  College	  students	  aged	  25	  and	  older	  for	  both	  2016	  
and	  2017	  Spring	  semesters	  were	  over	  66%.	  The	  current	  quality	  of	  San	  Francisco’s	  
muni	  system	  is	  not	  adequate	  for	  the	  schedules	  of	  many	  of	  these	  students	  to	  utilize	  
for	  timely	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  school	  and	  they	  must	  drive	  in	  order	  to	  go	  to	  
college.	  City	  College	  has	  been,	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  a	  commuter	  school	  of	  
working	  adults.	  For	  a	  comparison	  in	  the	  average	  age	  of	  its	  students,	  compare	  City	  
College’	  statistics	  to	  those	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  College	  where	  the	  number	  of	  students	  
aged	  25	  and	  above	  in	  2016	  was	  65%.	  The	  same	  statistics	  for	  Santa	  Monica	  shows	  
that	  28%	  of	  those	  young	  people	  were	  even	  younger:	  19	  years	  of	  age	  or	  less.	  It	  is	  
logical	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  youngest	  students	  are	  still	  under	  the	  
financial	  guardianship	  of	  their	  parents	  and	  thus	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  free	  time	  for	  
complicated	  transportation	  systems	  such	  as	  those	  that	  exist	  currently	  in	  San	  
Francisco.	  	  
	  
Even	  the	  City	  team,	  when	  discussing	  issues	  that	  will	  be	  facing	  the	  new	  residents	  of	  
the	  development	  at	  the	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  had	  this	  to	  say:	  	  
Community	  question:	  “In	  the	  projects	  that	  are	  unbundled,	  do	  the	  market-‐rate	  
owners	  end	  up	  owning	  most	  of	  the	  parking?”	  
Answer	  from	  SF-‐Planning	  and	  City	  Agencies:	  “Not	  necessarily.	  Low-‐income	  
households,	  particularly	  single	  mothers	  have	  some	  of	  the	  most	  complicated	  
lives	  of	  all	  San	  Franciscans	  and	  place	  an	  extremely	  high	  value	  on	  their	  time;	  







they	  are	  often	  the	  people	  that	  want	  to	  drive	  the	  most	  because	  that	  means	  being	  able	  
to	  spend	  more	  time	  with	  their	  families.”	  
	  
In	  the	  case	  of	  City	  College	  students	  this	  would	  mean	  that	  those	  mothers	  might	  be	  
able	  to	  squeeze	  in	  an	  important	  evening	  class,	  IF	  they	  can	  find	  parking.	  
	  
To	  make	  things	  more	  difficult	  for	  City	  College’s	  working	  students,	  they	  are	  trying	  to	  
fit	  a	  college	  education	  into	  a	  life	  that	  includes	  keeping	  up	  with	  the	  hurdles	  of	  living	  
in	  one	  of	  the	  most	  expensive	  areas	  in	  the	  nation	  if	  not	  the	  world.	  	  
	  
For	  some	  students	  ability	  to	  access	  a	  free	  College	  education	  is	  only	  possible	  if	  they	  
can	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  school	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  A	  survey	  conducted	  for	  a	  
City	  College	  statistics	  class	  in	  Spring	  2016	  asked	  100	  randomly	  chosen	  students	  
parked	  in	  the	  City	  College	  parking	  lot	  the	  question:	  “How	  much	  time	  do	  you	  have	  to	  
travel	  between	  work	  and	  school?”	  Of	  the	  respondents,	  62	  cited	  a	  commute	  time	  
between	  work	  and	  school	  of	  30	  minutes	  or	  less.	  This	  student	  survey	  is	  the	  only	  
one	  that	  has	  been	  taken	  in	  all	  of	  the	  planning	  thus	  far	  for	  this	  project	  which	  
has	  asked	  the	  simple	  question:	  how	  much	  time	  do	  you	  have	  between	  work	  and	  
school?	  	  
	  
An	  abrupt	  change	  such	  as	  the	  loss	  of	  parking	  described	  in	  the	  NOP	  will	  force	  some	  
students	  to	  quit	  college	  because	  they	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  
school	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  If	  enough	  students	  stop	  attending	  then	  enrollment,	  which	  
is	  how	  City	  College	  is	  funded,	  will	  drop	  and	  the	  school’s	  revenue	  will	  go	  down.	  	  In	  
planning	  terms	  the	  school,	  which	  has	  been	  drilled	  for	  the	  last	  five	  years	  repeatedly	  
by	  the	  State	  to	  live	  within	  its	  means,	  refers	  to	  this	  scenario	  as	  “going	  over	  the	  fiscal	  
cliff”.	  	  
	  
A	  simple	  web	  search	  for	  “Leno	  bill	  CCSF”	  or	  “fiscal	  cliff	  CCSF”	  will	  turn	  up	  a	  quantity	  
of	  articles	  that	  pertain	  to	  the	  loss	  of	  funding	  to	  the	  school	  that	  occurred	  during	  the	  
accreditation	  crisis.	  In	  its	  first	  year	  alone	  the	  Leno	  bill	  provided	  $26	  million	  in	  state	  
stabilization	  funding	  to	  City	  College.	  According	  to	  the	  KQED	  article:	  “City	  College	  of	  
San	  Francisco	  Enrollment	  Plunges	  After	  Threatened	  Accreditation	  Loss”	  enrollment	  
was	  “down	  14.9	  percent	  compared	  to	  the	  same	  time	  last	  year”.	  	  
	  
The	  graph	  below,	  from	  City	  College’s	  2016-‐17	  Budget,	  shows	  the	  enrollment	  crisis	  
drop	  over	  these	  years.	  This	  enrollment	  drop	  has	  been	  a	  disaster	  for	  City	  College	  and	  
has	  resulted	  in	  the	  loss	  of	  at	  least	  550	  jobs,	  439	  of	  those	  jobs	  belonging	  to	  teachers.	  	  
	  
Thanks	  to	  “Free	  City”	  the	  school	  is	  coming	  back	  to	  life	  but	  another	  hit	  such	  as	  
barring	  access	  to	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  working	  students	  by	  removing	  the	  facility	  
currently	  in	  use	  for	  parking	  could	  once	  again	  send	  the	  school	  into	  crisis.	  	  
	  







	  
	  
There	  has	  been	  no	  reckoning	  in	  any	  of	  the	  planning	  for	  the	  secondary	  effect	  of	  
lowered	  enrollment	  at	  City	  College	  and	  the	  damages	  that	  would	  occur	  to	  the	  
school	  in	  any	  of	  the	  planning	  thus	  far.	  
	  
During	  one	  of	  the	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  earlier	  a	  member	  of	  the	  public	  asked:	  
“Overall	  we	  are	  concerned	  about	  parking	  for	  CCSF.	  How	  much,	  where,	  and	  who	  pays	  
for	  it?”	  	  
	  
The	  response	  from	  SF-‐Planning	  and	  City	  Agencies	  was:	  	  
	  “At	  an	  estimated	  cost	  of	  $80,000	  per	  parking	  space	  provided,	  it	  is	  in	  everyone’s	  
interest	  to	  reduce	  the	  need	  for	  providing	  parking	  while	  ensuring	  that	  parking	  is	  
available	  to	  those	  who	  need	  it.”	  
	  
At	  a	  more	  recent	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  meeting	  Joe	  Kirchoer	  of	  Avalon	  Bay,	  when	  
asked	  about	  building	  replacement	  parking	  said	  it	  would	  run	  between	  25	  and	  as	  
much	  as	  fifty	  thousand	  dollars.	  But	  the	  Berkson	  report	  which	  detailed	  the	  fiscal	  	  
$13.83	  million	  to	  build	  500	  parking	  spaces,	  put	  the	  estimate	  given	  to	  and	  approved	  
by	  the	  Board	  of	  Supervisors	  for	  the	  cost	  of	  one	  parking	  spot	  at	  approximately:	  $27.	  
This	  then	  should	  be	  considered	  the	  cost	  to	  replace	  one	  parking	  spot.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  NOP	  the	  parking	  estimate	  by	  the	  developer	  was	  much	  higher	  with	  a	  total	  of	  
new	  parking	  spaces	  proposed	  at	  1,300.	  Unfortunately	  none	  of	  this	  parking	  is	  
dedicated	  to	  City	  College	  and	  because	  the	  price	  of	  parking	  in	  the	  proposed	  750	  
public	  parking	  spots	  is	  likely	  to	  be	  a	  3	  to	  6	  times	  increase	  in	  cost	  to	  students,	  and	  







will	  include	  a	  mandatory	  25%	  tax	  that	  must	  be	  paid	  to	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Francisco	  
from	  public	  parking,	  the	  proposed	  public	  parking	  will	  be	  of	  little	  use	  to	  the	  students	  
and	  will	  not	  alleviate	  the	  secondary	  impacts	  that	  losing	  the	  1,007	  space	  dedicated	  to	  
City	  College	  that	  currently	  exists	  in	  the	  lower	  parking	  lot.	  	  
	  
The	  dorm	  building	  and	  shared	  parking	  lot	  that	  may	  possibly	  be	  built	  on	  the	  City	  
College	  side	  of	  the	  Reservoir	  being	  discussed	  privately	  meetings	  between	  the	  
developer	  and	  City	  College	  Administrative	  staff	  and	  the	  College’s	  consultant	  
representatives	  will	  remove	  another	  300	  parking	  spots.	  Those	  existing	  spots	  are	  
also	  currently	  modestly	  priced	  and	  replacing	  them	  with	  parking	  that	  will	  cost	  $12	  to	  
$20	  a	  day	  again	  will	  either	  create	  a	  hardship	  for	  students	  or	  in	  the	  case	  of	  students	  
on	  financial	  aid	  will	  create	  an	  ongoing	  economic	  expense	  to	  City	  College.	  The	  same	  
survey	  of	  students	  conducted	  by	  students	  in	  a	  City	  College	  statistics	  class	  quoted	  
earlier	  found	  that	  of	  the	  100	  randomly	  chosen	  students	  parking	  in	  the	  City	  College	  
parking	  lot,	  38%	  of	  those	  students	  surveyed	  and	  using	  school	  issued	  parking	  
permits	  were	  also	  on	  financial	  aid.	  Thus	  when	  the	  Berkson	  report	  says	  that	  the	  City	  
of	  San	  Francisco	  will	  receive	  parking	  revenue	  from	  the	  new	  project	  of	  at	  least	  $1.9	  
million	  it	  is	  referring	  to	  a	  quantity	  of	  money	  that	  will	  be	  coming	  directly	  from	  City	  
College.	  
	  
Parking	  prices	  on	  the	  City	  College	  lots	  have	  been	  kept	  low	  not	  only	  because	  the	  
permit	  between	  SFPUC	  and	  the	  school	  for	  the	  permission	  to	  park	  demanded	  no	  
profit	  be	  made	  by	  the	  school	  on	  their	  land	  but	  also	  because	  the	  school	  pledged	  not	  to	  
increase	  the	  hardship	  on	  low	  income	  students	  who	  must	  use	  a	  car	  to	  access	  their	  
education.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  a	  quote	  from	  the	  current	  City	  College	  Facility	  Master	  
Plan:	  	  
	  
Parking	  is	  relatively	  inexpensive	  at	  the	  Ocean	  Avenue	  Campus	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  
access	  by	  CCSF’s	  diverse	  community.	  Student	  parking	  passes	  are	  available	  for	  $2	  per	  
day	  or	  $30	  per	  semester	  ($15	  per	  semester	  for	  students	  receiving	  financial	  aid).	  
Faculty	  and	  staff	  parking	  passes	  are	  free.	  These	  rates	  are	  substantially	  below	  the	  
market	  price	  for	  parking	  in	  San	  Francisco.	  	  
	  
Other	  additional	  secondary	  impacts	  to	  the	  school	  that	  will	  occur	  either	  from	  the	  loss	  
of	  parking	  or	  direct	  impacts	  due	  to	  increased	  congestion	  when	  1100	  or	  1500	  new	  
residents	  are	  added	  to	  an	  already	  impacted	  area	  include:	  	  
	  


• During	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  Performing	  Arts	  Education	  Center	  at	  City	  
College	  there	  will	  be	  no	  place	  for	  the	  “staging”,	  the	  gathering	  of	  supplies	  and	  
equipment	  necessary	  for	  construction	  as	  the	  school	  must	  continue	  to	  
function.	  This	  is	  true	  for	  all	  of	  the	  buildings	  being	  considered	  for	  construction	  
at	  City	  College	  including	  any	  new	  parking	  structures	  added	  to	  the	  campus.	  	  


• City	  College’s	  Gough	  St.	  location	  employees	  will	  soon	  be	  relocated	  to	  the	  
Ocean	  Campus.	  One	  of	  the	  reasons	  those	  employees	  were	  not	  transferred	  to	  
the	  newly	  built	  and	  spacious	  Chinatown	  Campus	  was	  a	  lack	  of	  parking.	  







• The	  motorcycle-‐training	  course	  will	  lose	  its	  location.	  	  
• There	  has	  been	  no	  consideration	  of	  how	  an	  increase	  in	  rideshare	  traffic	  will	  


affect	  the	  congestion	  in	  the	  area.	  
• There	  has	  been	  no	  consideration	  of	  how	  much	  delivery	  traffic	  will	  likely	  be	  


passing	  through	  the	  entrance	  to	  the	  development	  along	  Frida	  Kahlo	  Way	  and	  
how	  that	  will	  affect	  the	  students	  trying	  to	  get	  to	  class	  and	  the	  bus	  lines	  as	  
they	  try	  to	  get	  through.	  	  


• The	  development	  will	  increase	  the	  population	  in	  the	  area	  substantially	  
without	  increasing	  the	  infrastructure	  and	  availability	  of	  commodities	  such	  as	  
supermarkets.	  	  


• The	  area	  is	  already	  at	  the	  peak	  of	  transportation	  congestion	  and	  the	  addition	  
of	  this	  many	  more	  new	  households	  will	  further	  increase	  this	  congestion.	  


	  
Michael	  Carlin,	  General	  Manager	  of	  SFPUC	  stated	  at	  the	  recent	  SFPUC	  CAC	  meeting	  
“The	  most	  significant	  issue	  is	  about	  transportation	  and	  parking.	  We	  won’t	  work	  that	  
out	  until	  post	  CEQA”.	  That	  strategy	  will	  not	  be	  sufficient	  enough	  to	  avoid	  the	  
secondary	  impacts	  that	  this	  development	  will	  inflict	  upon	  City	  College.	  The	  parking	  
must	  be	  “worked	  out”	  before	  the	  project	  is	  approved	  under	  the	  California	  
Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  and	  the	  effect	  upon	  the	  students	  and	  staff	  identified	  now	  
within	  the	  EIR	  process.	  The	  only	  sure	  way	  to	  mitigate	  those	  impacts	  without	  
placing	  a	  burden	  upon	  the	  school	  is	  to	  replace	  the	  parking.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  







City College’s Ocean Campus is the only campus in the San Francisco Community College
District located adjacent to a freeway. The majority of City College students are working
adults with little time between work and school. According to the State Chancellor’s
Datamart, an online clearinghouse for statewide community college statistics, the percentage
of City College students aged 25 and older for both 2016 and 2017 Spring semesters were over
66%. The current quality of San Francisco’s muni system is not adequate for the schedules of
many of these students to utilize for timely travel between work and school and they must
drive in order to go to college. City College has been, and continues to be a commuter
school of working adults. For a comparison in the average age of its students, compare City
College’ statistics to those of Santa Monica College where the number of students aged 25 and
above in 2016 was 65%. The same statistics for Santa Monica shows that 28% of those young
people were even younger: 19 years of age or less. It is logical to assume that the majority of
the youngest students are still under the financial guardianship of their parents and thus more
likely to have free time for complicated transportation systems such as those that exist
currently in San Francisco.

 

Even the City team, when discussing issues that will be facing the new residents of the
development at the Balboa Reservoir CAC had this to say:

Community question: “In the projects that are unbundled, do the market-rate owners end up
owning most of the parking?”

Answer from SF-Planning and City Agencies: “Not necessarily. Low-income households,
particularly single mothers have some of the most complicated lives of all San
Franciscans and place an extremely high value on their time; they are often the people that
want to drive the most because that means being able to spend more time with their families.”

 

In the case of City College students this would mean that those mothers might be able to
squeeze in an important evening class, IF they can find parking.

 

To make things more difficult for City College’s working students, they are trying to fit a
college education into a life that includes keeping up with the hurdles of living in one of the
most expensive areas in the nation if not the world.

 

For some students ability to access a free College education is only possible if they can travel
between work and school in a timely manner. A survey conducted for a City College statistics
class in Spring 2016 asked 100 randomly chosen students parked in the City College parking
lot the question: “How much time do you have to travel between work and school?” Of the
respondents, 62 cited a commute time between work and school of 30 minutes or less. This
student survey is the only one that has been taken in all of the planning thus far for this
project which has asked the simple question: how much time do you have between work
and school?



 

An abrupt change such as the loss of parking described in the NOP will force some students to
quit college because they will not be able to travel between work and school in a timely
manner. If enough students stop attending then enrollment, which is how City College is
funded, will drop and the school’s revenue will go down.  In planning terms the school, which
has been drilled for the last five years repeatedly by the State to live within its means, refers to
this scenario as “going over the fiscal cliff”.

 

A simple web search for “Leno bill CCSF” or “fiscal cliff CCSF” will turn up a quantity of
articles that pertain to the loss of funding to the school that occurred during the accreditation
crisis. In its first year alone the Leno bill provided $26 million in state stabilization funding to
City College. According to the KQED article: “City College of San Francisco Enrollment
Plunges After Threatened Accreditation Loss” enrollment was “down 14.9 percent compared
to the same time last year”.

 

The graph below, from City College’s 2016-17 Budget, shows the enrollment crisis drop over
these years. This enrollment drop has been a disaster for City College and has resulted in the
loss of at least 550 jobs, 439 of those jobs belonging to teachers.

 

(graphic included in attached PDF)

Thanks to “Free City” the school is coming back to life but another hit such as barring access
to a portion of the working students by removing the facility currently in use for parking could
once again send the school into crisis.

There has been no reckoning in any of the planning for the secondary effect of lowered
enrollment at City College and the damages that would occur to the school in any of the
planning thus far.

 

During one of the Balboa Reservoir CAC earlier a member of the public asked: “Overall we
are concerned about parking for CCSF. How much, where, and who pays for it?”

 

The response from SF-Planning and City Agencies was:

 “At an estimated cost of $80,000 per parking space provided, it is in everyone’s interest to
reduce the need for providing parking while ensuring that parking is available to those who
need it.”



 

At a more recent Balboa Reservoir CAC meeting Joe Kirchoer of Avalon Bay, when asked
about building replacement parking said it would run between 25 and as much as fifty
thousand dollars. But the Berkson report which detailed the fiscal  $13.83 million to build 500
parking spaces, put the estimate given to and approved by the Board of Supervisors for the
cost of one parking spot at approximately: $27. This then should be considered the cost to
replace one parking spot.

 

In the NOP the parking estimate by the developer was much higher with a total of new parking
spaces proposed at 1,300. Unfortunately none of this parking is dedicated to City College and
because the price of parking in the proposed 750 public parking spots is likely to be a 3 to 6
times increase in cost to students, and will include a mandatory 25% tax that must be paid to
the City of San Francisco from public parking, the proposed public parking will be of little use
to the students and will not alleviate the secondary impacts that losing the 1,007 space
dedicated to City College that currently exists in the lower parking lot.

 

The dorm building and shared parking lot that may possibly be built on the City College side
of the Reservoir being discussed privately meetings between the developer and City College
Administrative staff and the College’s consultant representatives will remove another 300
parking spots. Those existing spots are also currently modestly priced and replacing them with
parking that will cost $12 to $20 a day again will either create a hardship for students or in the
case of students on financial aid will create an ongoing economic expense to City College. The
same survey of students conducted by students in a City College statistics class quoted earlier
found that of the 100 randomly chosen students parking in the City College parking lot, 38%
of those students surveyed and using school issued parking permits were also on financial aid.
Thus when the Berkson report says that the City of San Francisco will receive parking revenue
from the new project of at least $1.9 million it is referring to a quantity of money that will be
coming directly from City College.

 

Parking prices on the City College lots have been kept low not only because the permit
between SFPUC and the school for the permission to park demanded no profit be made by the
school on their land but also because the school pledged not to increase the hardship on low
income students who must use a car to access their education. This can be seen in a quote from
the current City College Facility Master Plan:

 

Parking is relatively inexpensive at the Ocean Avenue Campus in order to ensure access by
CCSF’s diverse community. Student parking passes are available for $2 per day or $30 per
semester ($15 per semester for students receiving financial aid). Faculty and staff parking
passes are free. These rates are substantially below the market price for parking in San
Francisco.

 



Other additional secondary impacts to the school that will occur either from the loss of parking
or direct impacts due to increased congestion when 1100 or 1500 new residents are added to
an already impacted area include:

·      During the construction of the Performing Arts Education Center at City College there will
be no place for the “staging”, the gathering of supplies and equipment necessary for
construction as the school must continue to function. This is true for all of the buildings being
considered for construction at City College including any new parking structures added to the
campus.

·      City College’s Gough St. location employees will soon be relocated to the Ocean Campus.
One of the reasons those employees were not transferred to the newly built and spacious
Chinatown Campus was a lack of parking.

·      The motorcycle-training course will lose its location.

·      There has been no consideration of how an increase in rideshare traffic will affect the
congestion in the area.

·      There has been no consideration of how much delivery traffic will likely be passing
through the entrance to the development along Frida Kahlo Way and how that will affect the
students trying to get to class and the bus lines as they try to get through.

·      The development will increase the population in the area substantially without increasing
the infrastructure and availability of commodities such as supermarkets.

·      The area is already at the peak of transportation congestion and the addition of this many
more new households will further increase this congestion.

Michael Carlin, General Manager of SFPUC stated at the recent SFPUC CAC meeting “The
most significant issue is about transportation and parking. We won’t work that out until post
CEQA”. That strategy will not be sufficient enough to avoid the secondary impacts that this
development will inflict upon City College. The parking must be “worked out” before the
project is approved under the California Environmental Quality Act and the effect upon the
students and staff identified now within the EIR process. The only sure way to mitigate
those impacts without placing a burden upon the school is to replace the parking.

 

 Sincerely,

Christine Hanson

 

 



The	  proposed	  development	  at	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  will	  change	  the	  existing	  use	  of	  
public	  land	  utilized	  for	  decades	  by	  City	  College	  of	  San	  Francisco.	  City	  College	  of	  San	  
Francisco	  provides	  an	  important	  public	  service.	  This	  change	  to	  the	  area,	  brought	  by	  
the	  development	  on	  the	  lower	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  will	  result	  in	  substantial	  adverse	  
physical	  impacts	  to	  the	  school	  by	  endangering	  enrollment,	  creating	  hardships	  for	  
the	  City	  College	  employees,	  and	  costing	  tens	  of	  millions	  of	  dollars	  to	  either	  the	  
school	  in	  the	  form	  of	  capital	  improvements	  expenses	  or	  to	  the	  San	  Francisco	  
taxpayers	  in	  the	  form	  of	  expensive	  bond	  spending	  for	  the	  school	  to	  offer	  the	  same	  
access	  to	  education	  it	  has	  offered	  to	  students	  since	  1958.	  In	  particular	  this	  will	  affect	  
students	  who	  must	  drive	  in	  order	  to	  arrive	  at	  school	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion.	  For	  this	  
reason	  the	  Project	  must	  include	  the	  replacement	  of	  the	  existing	  public	  
resource	  of	  1,007	  parking	  spaces	  available	  since	  1958	  for	  the	  use	  of	  City	  
College	  students	  and	  staff.	  Without	  this	  mitigation	  the	  school	  will	  suffer	  more	  
financial	  hardship	  at	  the	  same	  time	  as	  it	  works	  to	  survive	  the	  recent	  accreditation	  
crisis.	  
	  
Although	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  section	  21099	  subdivision	  (d)(1)	  exempts	  project-‐
parking	  impacts	  from	  CEQA	  review,	  City	  College	  in	  particular	  will	  suffer	  
numerous	  significant	  secondary	  impacts	  to	  its	  operations	  due	  to	  the	  loss	  of	  the	  
existing	  lower	  reservoir	  parking	  to	  the	  proposed	  development.	  
	  
City	  College’s	  Ocean	  Campus	  is	  the	  only	  campus	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Community	  
College	  District	  located	  adjacent	  to	  a	  freeway.	  The	  majority	  of	  City	  College	  students	  
are	  working	  adults	  with	  little	  time	  between	  work	  and	  school.	  According	  to	  the	  State	  
Chancellor’s	  Datamart,	  an	  online	  clearinghouse	  for	  statewide	  community	  college	  
statistics,	  the	  percentage	  of	  City	  College	  students	  aged	  25	  and	  older	  for	  both	  2016	  
and	  2017	  Spring	  semesters	  were	  over	  66%.	  The	  current	  quality	  of	  San	  Francisco’s	  
muni	  system	  is	  not	  adequate	  for	  the	  schedules	  of	  many	  of	  these	  students	  to	  utilize	  
for	  timely	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  school	  and	  they	  must	  drive	  in	  order	  to	  go	  to	  
college.	  City	  College	  has	  been,	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  a	  commuter	  school	  of	  
working	  adults.	  For	  a	  comparison	  in	  the	  average	  age	  of	  its	  students,	  compare	  City	  
College’	  statistics	  to	  those	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  College	  where	  the	  number	  of	  students	  
aged	  25	  and	  above	  in	  2016	  was	  65%.	  The	  same	  statistics	  for	  Santa	  Monica	  shows	  
that	  28%	  of	  those	  young	  people	  were	  even	  younger:	  19	  years	  of	  age	  or	  less.	  It	  is	  
logical	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  youngest	  students	  are	  still	  under	  the	  
financial	  guardianship	  of	  their	  parents	  and	  thus	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  free	  time	  for	  
complicated	  transportation	  systems	  such	  as	  those	  that	  exist	  currently	  in	  San	  
Francisco.	  	  
	  
Even	  the	  City	  team,	  when	  discussing	  issues	  that	  will	  be	  facing	  the	  new	  residents	  of	  
the	  development	  at	  the	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  had	  this	  to	  say:	  	  
Community	  question:	  “In	  the	  projects	  that	  are	  unbundled,	  do	  the	  market-‐rate	  
owners	  end	  up	  owning	  most	  of	  the	  parking?”	  
Answer	  from	  SF-‐Planning	  and	  City	  Agencies:	  “Not	  necessarily.	  Low-‐income	  
households,	  particularly	  single	  mothers	  have	  some	  of	  the	  most	  complicated	  
lives	  of	  all	  San	  Franciscans	  and	  place	  an	  extremely	  high	  value	  on	  their	  time;	  



they	  are	  often	  the	  people	  that	  want	  to	  drive	  the	  most	  because	  that	  means	  being	  able	  
to	  spend	  more	  time	  with	  their	  families.”	  
	  
In	  the	  case	  of	  City	  College	  students	  this	  would	  mean	  that	  those	  mothers	  might	  be	  
able	  to	  squeeze	  in	  an	  important	  evening	  class,	  IF	  they	  can	  find	  parking.	  
	  
To	  make	  things	  more	  difficult	  for	  City	  College’s	  working	  students,	  they	  are	  trying	  to	  
fit	  a	  college	  education	  into	  a	  life	  that	  includes	  keeping	  up	  with	  the	  hurdles	  of	  living	  
in	  one	  of	  the	  most	  expensive	  areas	  in	  the	  nation	  if	  not	  the	  world.	  	  
	  
For	  some	  students	  ability	  to	  access	  a	  free	  College	  education	  is	  only	  possible	  if	  they	  
can	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  school	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  A	  survey	  conducted	  for	  a	  
City	  College	  statistics	  class	  in	  Spring	  2016	  asked	  100	  randomly	  chosen	  students	  
parked	  in	  the	  City	  College	  parking	  lot	  the	  question:	  “How	  much	  time	  do	  you	  have	  to	  
travel	  between	  work	  and	  school?”	  Of	  the	  respondents,	  62	  cited	  a	  commute	  time	  
between	  work	  and	  school	  of	  30	  minutes	  or	  less.	  This	  student	  survey	  is	  the	  only	  
one	  that	  has	  been	  taken	  in	  all	  of	  the	  planning	  thus	  far	  for	  this	  project	  which	  
has	  asked	  the	  simple	  question:	  how	  much	  time	  do	  you	  have	  between	  work	  and	  
school?	  	  
	  
An	  abrupt	  change	  such	  as	  the	  loss	  of	  parking	  described	  in	  the	  NOP	  will	  force	  some	  
students	  to	  quit	  college	  because	  they	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  travel	  between	  work	  and	  
school	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  If	  enough	  students	  stop	  attending	  then	  enrollment,	  which	  
is	  how	  City	  College	  is	  funded,	  will	  drop	  and	  the	  school’s	  revenue	  will	  go	  down.	  	  In	  
planning	  terms	  the	  school,	  which	  has	  been	  drilled	  for	  the	  last	  five	  years	  repeatedly	  
by	  the	  State	  to	  live	  within	  its	  means,	  refers	  to	  this	  scenario	  as	  “going	  over	  the	  fiscal	  
cliff”.	  	  
	  
A	  simple	  web	  search	  for	  “Leno	  bill	  CCSF”	  or	  “fiscal	  cliff	  CCSF”	  will	  turn	  up	  a	  quantity	  
of	  articles	  that	  pertain	  to	  the	  loss	  of	  funding	  to	  the	  school	  that	  occurred	  during	  the	  
accreditation	  crisis.	  In	  its	  first	  year	  alone	  the	  Leno	  bill	  provided	  $26	  million	  in	  state	  
stabilization	  funding	  to	  City	  College.	  According	  to	  the	  KQED	  article:	  “City	  College	  of	  
San	  Francisco	  Enrollment	  Plunges	  After	  Threatened	  Accreditation	  Loss”	  enrollment	  
was	  “down	  14.9	  percent	  compared	  to	  the	  same	  time	  last	  year”.	  	  
	  
The	  graph	  below,	  from	  City	  College’s	  2016-‐17	  Budget,	  shows	  the	  enrollment	  crisis	  
drop	  over	  these	  years.	  This	  enrollment	  drop	  has	  been	  a	  disaster	  for	  City	  College	  and	  
has	  resulted	  in	  the	  loss	  of	  at	  least	  550	  jobs,	  439	  of	  those	  jobs	  belonging	  to	  teachers.	  	  
	  
Thanks	  to	  “Free	  City”	  the	  school	  is	  coming	  back	  to	  life	  but	  another	  hit	  such	  as	  
barring	  access	  to	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  working	  students	  by	  removing	  the	  facility	  
currently	  in	  use	  for	  parking	  could	  once	  again	  send	  the	  school	  into	  crisis.	  	  
	  



	  
	  
There	  has	  been	  no	  reckoning	  in	  any	  of	  the	  planning	  for	  the	  secondary	  effect	  of	  
lowered	  enrollment	  at	  City	  College	  and	  the	  damages	  that	  would	  occur	  to	  the	  
school	  in	  any	  of	  the	  planning	  thus	  far.	  
	  
During	  one	  of	  the	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  earlier	  a	  member	  of	  the	  public	  asked:	  
“Overall	  we	  are	  concerned	  about	  parking	  for	  CCSF.	  How	  much,	  where,	  and	  who	  pays	  
for	  it?”	  	  
	  
The	  response	  from	  SF-‐Planning	  and	  City	  Agencies	  was:	  	  
	  “At	  an	  estimated	  cost	  of	  $80,000	  per	  parking	  space	  provided,	  it	  is	  in	  everyone’s	  
interest	  to	  reduce	  the	  need	  for	  providing	  parking	  while	  ensuring	  that	  parking	  is	  
available	  to	  those	  who	  need	  it.”	  
	  
At	  a	  more	  recent	  Balboa	  Reservoir	  CAC	  meeting	  Joe	  Kirchoer	  of	  Avalon	  Bay,	  when	  
asked	  about	  building	  replacement	  parking	  said	  it	  would	  run	  between	  25	  and	  as	  
much	  as	  fifty	  thousand	  dollars.	  But	  the	  Berkson	  report	  which	  detailed	  the	  fiscal	  	  
$13.83	  million	  to	  build	  500	  parking	  spaces,	  put	  the	  estimate	  given	  to	  and	  approved	  
by	  the	  Board	  of	  Supervisors	  for	  the	  cost	  of	  one	  parking	  spot	  at	  approximately:	  $27.	  
This	  then	  should	  be	  considered	  the	  cost	  to	  replace	  one	  parking	  spot.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  NOP	  the	  parking	  estimate	  by	  the	  developer	  was	  much	  higher	  with	  a	  total	  of	  
new	  parking	  spaces	  proposed	  at	  1,300.	  Unfortunately	  none	  of	  this	  parking	  is	  
dedicated	  to	  City	  College	  and	  because	  the	  price	  of	  parking	  in	  the	  proposed	  750	  
public	  parking	  spots	  is	  likely	  to	  be	  a	  3	  to	  6	  times	  increase	  in	  cost	  to	  students,	  and	  



will	  include	  a	  mandatory	  25%	  tax	  that	  must	  be	  paid	  to	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Francisco	  
from	  public	  parking,	  the	  proposed	  public	  parking	  will	  be	  of	  little	  use	  to	  the	  students	  
and	  will	  not	  alleviate	  the	  secondary	  impacts	  that	  losing	  the	  1,007	  space	  dedicated	  to	  
City	  College	  that	  currently	  exists	  in	  the	  lower	  parking	  lot.	  	  
	  
The	  dorm	  building	  and	  shared	  parking	  lot	  that	  may	  possibly	  be	  built	  on	  the	  City	  
College	  side	  of	  the	  Reservoir	  being	  discussed	  privately	  meetings	  between	  the	  
developer	  and	  City	  College	  Administrative	  staff	  and	  the	  College’s	  consultant	  
representatives	  will	  remove	  another	  300	  parking	  spots.	  Those	  existing	  spots	  are	  
also	  currently	  modestly	  priced	  and	  replacing	  them	  with	  parking	  that	  will	  cost	  $12	  to	  
$20	  a	  day	  again	  will	  either	  create	  a	  hardship	  for	  students	  or	  in	  the	  case	  of	  students	  
on	  financial	  aid	  will	  create	  an	  ongoing	  economic	  expense	  to	  City	  College.	  The	  same	  
survey	  of	  students	  conducted	  by	  students	  in	  a	  City	  College	  statistics	  class	  quoted	  
earlier	  found	  that	  of	  the	  100	  randomly	  chosen	  students	  parking	  in	  the	  City	  College	  
parking	  lot,	  38%	  of	  those	  students	  surveyed	  and	  using	  school	  issued	  parking	  
permits	  were	  also	  on	  financial	  aid.	  Thus	  when	  the	  Berkson	  report	  says	  that	  the	  City	  
of	  San	  Francisco	  will	  receive	  parking	  revenue	  from	  the	  new	  project	  of	  at	  least	  $1.9	  
million	  it	  is	  referring	  to	  a	  quantity	  of	  money	  that	  will	  be	  coming	  directly	  from	  City	  
College.	  
	  
Parking	  prices	  on	  the	  City	  College	  lots	  have	  been	  kept	  low	  not	  only	  because	  the	  
permit	  between	  SFPUC	  and	  the	  school	  for	  the	  permission	  to	  park	  demanded	  no	  
profit	  be	  made	  by	  the	  school	  on	  their	  land	  but	  also	  because	  the	  school	  pledged	  not	  to	  
increase	  the	  hardship	  on	  low	  income	  students	  who	  must	  use	  a	  car	  to	  access	  their	  
education.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  a	  quote	  from	  the	  current	  City	  College	  Facility	  Master	  
Plan:	  	  
	  
Parking	  is	  relatively	  inexpensive	  at	  the	  Ocean	  Avenue	  Campus	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  
access	  by	  CCSF’s	  diverse	  community.	  Student	  parking	  passes	  are	  available	  for	  $2	  per	  
day	  or	  $30	  per	  semester	  ($15	  per	  semester	  for	  students	  receiving	  financial	  aid).	  
Faculty	  and	  staff	  parking	  passes	  are	  free.	  These	  rates	  are	  substantially	  below	  the	  
market	  price	  for	  parking	  in	  San	  Francisco.	  	  
	  
Other	  additional	  secondary	  impacts	  to	  the	  school	  that	  will	  occur	  either	  from	  the	  loss	  
of	  parking	  or	  direct	  impacts	  due	  to	  increased	  congestion	  when	  1100	  or	  1500	  new	  
residents	  are	  added	  to	  an	  already	  impacted	  area	  include:	  	  
	  

• During	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  Performing	  Arts	  Education	  Center	  at	  City	  
College	  there	  will	  be	  no	  place	  for	  the	  “staging”,	  the	  gathering	  of	  supplies	  and	  
equipment	  necessary	  for	  construction	  as	  the	  school	  must	  continue	  to	  
function.	  This	  is	  true	  for	  all	  of	  the	  buildings	  being	  considered	  for	  construction	  
at	  City	  College	  including	  any	  new	  parking	  structures	  added	  to	  the	  campus.	  	  

• City	  College’s	  Gough	  St.	  location	  employees	  will	  soon	  be	  relocated	  to	  the	  
Ocean	  Campus.	  One	  of	  the	  reasons	  those	  employees	  were	  not	  transferred	  to	  
the	  newly	  built	  and	  spacious	  Chinatown	  Campus	  was	  a	  lack	  of	  parking.	  



• The	  motorcycle-‐training	  course	  will	  lose	  its	  location.	  	  
• There	  has	  been	  no	  consideration	  of	  how	  an	  increase	  in	  rideshare	  traffic	  will	  

affect	  the	  congestion	  in	  the	  area.	  
• There	  has	  been	  no	  consideration	  of	  how	  much	  delivery	  traffic	  will	  likely	  be	  

passing	  through	  the	  entrance	  to	  the	  development	  along	  Frida	  Kahlo	  Way	  and	  
how	  that	  will	  affect	  the	  students	  trying	  to	  get	  to	  class	  and	  the	  bus	  lines	  as	  
they	  try	  to	  get	  through.	  	  

• The	  development	  will	  increase	  the	  population	  in	  the	  area	  substantially	  
without	  increasing	  the	  infrastructure	  and	  availability	  of	  commodities	  such	  as	  
supermarkets.	  	  

• The	  area	  is	  already	  at	  the	  peak	  of	  transportation	  congestion	  and	  the	  addition	  
of	  this	  many	  more	  new	  households	  will	  further	  increase	  this	  congestion.	  

	  
Michael	  Carlin,	  General	  Manager	  of	  SFPUC	  stated	  at	  the	  recent	  SFPUC	  CAC	  meeting	  
“The	  most	  significant	  issue	  is	  about	  transportation	  and	  parking.	  We	  won’t	  work	  that	  
out	  until	  post	  CEQA”.	  That	  strategy	  will	  not	  be	  sufficient	  enough	  to	  avoid	  the	  
secondary	  impacts	  that	  this	  development	  will	  inflict	  upon	  City	  College.	  The	  parking	  
must	  be	  “worked	  out”	  before	  the	  project	  is	  approved	  under	  the	  California	  
Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  and	  the	  effect	  upon	  the	  students	  and	  staff	  identified	  now	  
within	  the	  EIR	  process.	  The	  only	  sure	  way	  to	  mitigate	  those	  impacts	  without	  
placing	  a	  burden	  upon	  the	  school	  is	  to	  replace	  the	  parking.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christine Hanson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Previous message from Christine Hanson
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 4:30:11 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,
The date on the previous message was incorrect, it should have read November, 12, 2018.
Thank you,
Christine Hanson

mailto:chrissibhanson@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christine Hanson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No: 2018-007883ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 4:58:21 PM

 

Christine Hanson
74 Cotter St. 
San Francisco, CA 94112

November 12, 2018

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite400
San Francisco, California 94103
 
Re: Balboa Reservoir Project
Case No: 2018-007883ENV

Dear Ms. Poling,
Concerning the necessary zoning change for this project. 
Creation of a Special Use District after the CEQA approvals. 

CEQA applies to discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by public
agencies, including, but not limited to, the enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances,
the issuance of zoning variances, the issuance of conditional use permits, and the approval of
tentative subdivision maps unless the project is exempt from this division.” (PRC § 21080(a))

The zoning change for this project should not be exempt. It is not a simple change of
Districting and should not qualify for a Negative Declaration.

This project will increase the area population and no support or solution to this issue has been
provided. This is inconsistent with the San Francisco General Plan in multiple examples and
the proposed project is too vast to be considered without a CEQA review of the zoning change
necessary to complete the first two alternatives proposed. 

The specific Alternative of the site continuing as a publicly owned space without sale to a
private Developer must be considered and without CEQA applied to this question it will not
be addressed adequately. 

Because one of the obstacles to building truly affordable housing in the Bay Area where the
price of land is greater than in other areas and is therefore an obstacle to building 100%
affordable housing, keeping the land for the use of the public by not selling to a private entity
would in fact be the best use of the land for the community even if the intended use is for
housing. This would also be in closer consistency to the Balboa Area plan, which mandates

mailto:chrissibhanson@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


the use of the land be the best one for the Community. 

No other funding sources for truly affordable housing have been explored even though a
recent bond measure has been passed to fund affordable housing and the San Francisco
General Plan mandates the building of affordable housing. The two alternatives offered do not
specify either if the affordable units will be located elsewhere. 

The sale of the land to benefit the “ratepayers” while ruining the future of the “ratepayers”
Community College and merely netting more luxury housing that is not affordable to the
surrounding community is not consistent with the mandate of the Balboa Park Area Plan. 

This property has come before the San Francisco voters on four occasions previously for
zoning changes and potential sale to a private developer but the voters have rejected those
plans. That in itself should demand that the zoning change be measured under CEQA and not
be allowed to bury the details of the future project in a Special Use District whose approval
rests merely on two entities: the SF Planning Commission who has generated the project and
the Board of Supervisors. 

Sincerely, 
Christine Hanson



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christine Martinez Weibel
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: EIR Public Scoping
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 7:10:39 AM

 

I am a Sunnyside resident who attended the EIR Public Scoping Meeting on October 30,
2018.  I am writing in support of Robert Hall’s comments:  in the EIR, please consider the
impact of the development on existing flora and fauna.  Additionally, please consider the
environmental impact of any planned lawns.

1. As both San Francisco and the State of California now have biodiversity resolutions, I
would like to see a biodiversity section in the EIR for this project.  I am not a planner, but
hope an evaluation would include, at a minimum, information such as

A survey of existing plant life
A survey of existing fauna, especially birds, and evaluation of the impact of the
development on these populations.  I hope that multiple surveys will be done at different
times of year so that the site’s use as a breeding habitat and migration stop can be
understood.
Quantifying the amount of existing open space, impact of its removal on bird
populations

As a neighbor who sometimes walks on and behind the berm at the reservoir, I know there is a
lot of Coyote Brush, which is a habitat plant for many insects.  I have seen White-Crowned
Sparrows and heard Flickers at the reservoir as well.  As the reservoir is a large open space
between Mount Davidson and San Bruno Mountain and adjacent to open spaces on the City
College campus (notably, the horticultural area and Judson Hill), I do wonder about its use as
both a breeding area and migratory stopping point for birds.  I hope that the EIR will attempt
to understand the use and importance of this site, and mitigate the loss of habitat if
appropriate.

2. Additionally, I see that lawns are still listed as potential uses for both the Central Park and
SFPUC open spaces.  Instead of lawn, I would love to see a habitat garden to partially replace
the loss of habitat that will result from development of the reservoir.

Please also consider in the EIR:

Water usage of different open space programming options.
Herbicide usage of different open space programming options.  As we are now using
mixing groundwater into our drinking water supply, this is of concern to me.
I am glad to see that a wind study was done and shown how unfeasible the previous
Central Park design was, due to its exposure to onshore winds.
However, given the new design of the Central Park, which is a narrow strip of open
space between rows of tall buildings, please re-evaluate how shadows will affect the
Central Park, and how this would affect the feasibility of lawn options.

mailto:prunella@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


Thank you.

Sincerely,

Christine Weibel



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Fred Muhlheim
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case #2018-007883ENV, Written Comment Submittal
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 4:11:23 PM
Attachments: FM BR scoping ltr. Nov "18.docx

 

Fred Muhlheim

fmuhlheim@yahoo.com

415-626-5236, 415-516-7425C

mailto:fmuhlheim@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:fmuhlheim@yahoo.com

November 12, 2018

Dear Ms. Polling:

I welcome this opportunity to submit comments, questions and concerns to be included as part of the Public Scoping EIR Process for Balboa Reservoir Project Case # 2018-007833ENV.



Negative impact on public educational service:

City College for nine decades has provided San Francisco with needed well trained workers in many fields essential for the success of the city’s economy. City College’s Mission and Vision Statement states, “City College of San Francisco belongs to the community and continually strives to provide and accessible, affordable and high quality education to all its students.”



Removal of the parking on the lower reservoir will result in lowered enrollment at the college, impede 

the implementation of the “Free City Program” and result in a concomitant loss in the value that CCSF gives to San Francisco.  Parking is not optional at a commuter school.  Many students and staff (particularly staff that teach at multiple sites) are unable to use public transportation to arrive at the college in a timely manner.  Parking studies on the use of the reservoir parking must include parking at high use-times (e.g.: mid weekday mornings during mid fall and mid spring semester periods).



In line with CEQA requirements for mitigation of adverse impacts on public/educational services, the reservoir project should be required to pay for replacement of all the parking it takes away.  In addition, if parking is to be removed from the reservoir, affordable replacement parking must be provided for attendees, students and workers as part of the completion of the Performing Arts Education Center on the upper reservoir.



Growth-Inducing Impact/Population Density:

Population density for the proposed project, even with the 1100 unit option, is many times denser than people per square mile figures for the surrounding neighborhoods.



The project description in the October 10, 2018 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report  describes amending  “the general plan, including the Balboa Park Station Area Plan(the area plan) and the planning code, adding a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.  The special use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines for the site.” It also describes changes to the current zoning including modifications to existing height limits and proposed gross square feet (gsf) construction.



The project description does not include comparisons of population density per square mile for each of the housing options of the proposed project with population density per square mile in the surrounding communities, other neighborhoods in San Francisco, overall San Francisco population density and in other high density US areas.



The website https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/San-Francisco/Population provides data to make these comparisons.

The lower density developer proposed option of 1100 units yields population density of 82,560* people per square mile.



*Calculating 1100 units with 2 people per unit = development population of 2200.

Dividing 2200 by 17(the # of acres in the project site) = 129 people per acre

Multiplying 129 x 640 acres in a square mile = 82,560 people per square mile



For comparison statiscalatlas.com shows the population densities of New York and San Francisco

Overall Population (excluding waters) 

New York (the densest city in the US) 28,007

San Francisco 18,130



San Francisco Neighborhoods – (taken from list of the 50 densest neighborhoods per statiscalatlas.com)

#1 Tenderloin 128,980 (San Francisco’s most dense neighborhood)

#2Chinatown 62,500 (San Francisco’s 2nd most dense neighborhood)

#36 Ingleside 28,210

#48 Sunnyside 13,990

Westwood Park is less dense and does not make the “50” list

	

Public presentations of the proposed developments have included architectural renderings, but not 3D models.  3D models are necessary for most people to be able to gauge the density and height of the proposed project to that of its neighbors.



High density deteriorates the housing experience.  It is unfair to attempt to solve the city’s housing crisis by unduly burdening select areas.    A much better alternative is to create new housing by building smaller building projects throughout the city, particularly in less densely populated neighborhoods.  Fortunately as the statisticalatlas.com San Francisco 50 Densest Neighborhoods List shows, we have many of those.



Transportation/Traffic

The proposed project will have a negative impact on traffic in these ways:

· Increased congestion on Ocean Ave between Frida Kahlo and Junipero Serra.  This stretch is already slow for the K line and vehicular traffic during most of the day.

· Increased congestion at Lee and Ocean Avenues

· The K line stop at Lee and Ocean already provides a very heavily trafficked intersection.

· Traffic turning left when exiting the project on the proposed extension of Lee Ave will need to cross light rail tracks.

· Impact of the ingress and egress of vehicles to the Whole Foods Parking Lot from Lee Avenue will affect traffic flow in and out of the proposed development



· Impact of population influx on these existing traffic bottlenecks:

· Frida Kahlo Way from Judson to Ocean. This already very slow and backs up at commute times, even when CCSF students are not arriving or exiting the current Lower Reservoir Lot.

· The stretch from the 280 Ocean Westbound off-ramp to Ocean to the Frida Kahlo

· Allocation of 0.5 pkg. space per unit increases use of ride share services which increase traffic congestion.

· An increase in traffic density impedes emergency vehicles (particularly from the fire station at Frida Kahlo and Ocean.

· If CCSF parking is removed on the reservoir, the impact on surrounding neighborhoods, many of which have narrow streets and short distances between driveway curb-cuts will be significant.

· It will be impossible to improve frequency and reliability of the Muni 43 Masonic, which connects CCSF and Forest Hill Station.



Land Use Planning and Public Safety:

Despite the fact that the Balboa Reservoir until now has never been used to store water, keeping this potential for emergency storage should be evaluated:

· Increased population and projected increased population

· Increased storage capacity for use in drought years or fire outbreak.

· Emergency water storage in the event of water supply disruption due to earthquake.



In addition to the EIR evaluating a No Project Alternative, it should also consider a reduced density alternative of 500 units as was proposed in the 2008 Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  Potentially this alternative could retain a sizable amount of water storage capacity, create parking with solar roofed power generation above the water storage, and build 100% affordable units using trust funds, bonds and other available funding sources.



Thank you for considering the foregoing issues.  Please continue to keep me informed of all documents and notices regarding this project.



Sincerely,

Frederic Muhlheim











November 12, 2018 
Dear Ms. Polling: 
I welcome this opportunity to submit comments, questions and concerns to be included as part of the 
Public Scoping EIR Process for Balboa Reservoir Project Case # 2018-007833ENV. 
 
Negative impact on public educational service: 
City College for nine decades has provided San Francisco with needed well trained workers in many 
fields essential for the success of the city’s economy. City College’s Mission and Vision Statement states, 
“City College of San Francisco belongs to the community and continually strives to provide and 
accessible, affordable and high quality education to all its students.” 
 
Removal of the parking on the lower reservoir will result in lowered enrollment at the college, impede  
the implementation of the “Free City Program” and result in a concomitant loss in the value that CCSF 
gives to San Francisco.  Parking is not optional at a commuter school.  Many students and staff 
(particularly staff that teach at multiple sites) are unable to use public transportation to arrive at the 
college in a timely manner.  Parking studies on the use of the reservoir parking must include parking at 
high use-times (e.g.: mid weekday mornings during mid fall and mid spring semester periods). 
 
In line with CEQA requirements for mitigation of adverse impacts on public/educational services, the 
reservoir project should be required to pay for replacement of all the parking it takes away.  In addition, 
if parking is to be removed from the reservoir, affordable replacement parking must be provided for 
attendees, students and workers as part of the completion of the Performing Arts Education Center on 
the upper reservoir. 
 
Growth-Inducing Impact/Population Density: 
Population density for the proposed project, even with the 1100 unit option, is many times denser than 
people per square mile figures for the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
The project description in the October 10, 2018 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report  describes amending  “the general plan, including the Balboa Park Station Area Plan(the area 
plan) and the planning code, adding a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.  The special use district 
would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines for the site.” It 
also describes changes to the current zoning including modifications to existing height limits and 
proposed gross square feet (gsf) construction. 
 
The project description does not include comparisons of population density per square mile for each of 
the housing options of the proposed project with population density per square mile in the surrounding 
communities, other neighborhoods in San Francisco, overall San Francisco population density and in 
other high density US areas. 
 
The website https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/San-Francisco/Population provides data to 
make these comparisons. 
The lower density developer proposed option of 1100 units yields population density of 82,560* people 
per square mile. 
 
*Calculating 1100 units with 2 people per unit = development population of 2200. 
Dividing 2200 by 17(the # of acres in the project site) = 129 people per acre 
Multiplying 129 x 640 acres in a square mile = 82,560 people per square mile 

https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/San-Francisco/Population


 
For comparison statiscalatlas.com shows the population densities of New York and San Francisco 
Overall Population (excluding waters)  
New York (the densest city in the US) 28,007 
San Francisco 18,130 
 
San Francisco Neighborhoods – (taken from list of the 50 densest neighborhoods per statiscalatlas.com) 
#1 Tenderloin 128,980 (San Francisco’s most dense neighborhood) 
#2Chinatown 62,500 (San Francisco’s 2nd most dense neighborhood) 
#36 Ingleside 28,210 
#48 Sunnyside 13,990 
Westwood Park is less dense and does not make the “50” list 
  
Public presentations of the proposed developments have included architectural renderings, but not 3D 
models.  3D models are necessary for most people to be able to gauge the density and height of the 
proposed project to that of its neighbors. 
 
High density deteriorates the housing experience.  It is unfair to attempt to solve the city’s housing crisis 
by unduly burdening select areas.    A much better alternative is to create new housing by building 
smaller building projects throughout the city, particularly in less densely populated neighborhoods.  
Fortunately as the statisticalatlas.com San Francisco 50 Densest Neighborhoods List shows, we have 
many of those. 
 
Transportation/Traffic 
The proposed project will have a negative impact on traffic in these ways: 

• Increased congestion on Ocean Ave between Frida Kahlo and Junipero Serra.  This stretch is 
already slow for the K line and vehicular traffic during most of the day. 

• Increased congestion at Lee and Ocean Avenues 
 The K line stop at Lee and Ocean already provides a very heavily trafficked intersection. 
 Traffic turning left when exiting the project on the proposed extension of Lee Ave will need 

to cross light rail tracks. 
 Impact of the ingress and egress of vehicles to the Whole Foods Parking Lot from Lee 

Avenue will affect traffic flow in and out of the proposed development 
 

• Impact of population influx on these existing traffic bottlenecks: 
 Frida Kahlo Way from Judson to Ocean. This already very slow and backs up at commute 

times, even when CCSF students are not arriving or exiting the current Lower Reservoir Lot. 
 The stretch from the 280 Ocean Westbound off-ramp to Ocean to the Frida Kahlo 

• Allocation of 0.5 pkg. space per unit increases use of ride share services which increase traffic 
congestion. 

• An increase in traffic density impedes emergency vehicles (particularly from the fire station at 
Frida Kahlo and Ocean. 

• If CCSF parking is removed on the reservoir, the impact on surrounding neighborhoods, many of 
which have narrow streets and short distances between driveway curb-cuts will be significant. 

• It will be impossible to improve frequency and reliability of the Muni 43 Masonic, which 
connects CCSF and Forest Hill Station. 

 



Land Use Planning and Public Safety: 
Despite the fact that the Balboa Reservoir until now has never been used to store water, keeping this 
potential for emergency storage should be evaluated: 

• Increased population and projected increased population 
• Increased storage capacity for use in drought years or fire outbreak. 
• Emergency water storage in the event of water supply disruption due to earthquake. 

 
In addition to the EIR evaluating a No Project Alternative, it should also consider a reduced density 
alternative of 500 units as was proposed in the 2008 Balboa Park Station Area Plan.  Potentially this 
alternative could retain a sizable amount of water storage capacity, create parking with solar roofed 
power generation above the water storage, and build 100% affordable units using trust funds, bonds 
and other available funding sources. 
 
Thank you for considering the foregoing issues.  Please continue to keep me informed of all documents 
and notices regarding this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
Frederic Muhlheim 
 
 

 

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Harry Bernstein
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 8:21:26 PM

 

Ms. Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department

Dear Ms. Poling

I have been working on my scoping letter today and was only lately informed that I may have missed the submission
deadline. I am sending it to you nonetheless in case it can still be considered. 
================== 

I am taking the opportunity today to write this letter for the CEQA Scoping process on the housing development at
the lower Balboa Reservoir site. Please have this letter entered into the record. 

)  Mitigating existing conditions

City College of San Francisco has used the Balboa Reservoir for parking since this option was first offered by the
PUC in 1958—now 60 years. The portion of land available for parking has changed over the course of these years.
For more than 35 years, parking was allowed only in the north reservoir basin. In 1984, the south basin was declared
surplus to the needs of the Water Department. There ensued an attempt to sell the land from the south basin to a
developer for single family housing, adopted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor. However, the voters
rejected the proposed development in a series of elections lasting until 1988. In the first half of 1991, a land swap
gave more than 10 acres of the PUC-owned Reservoir land to CCSF. 
That same year, an argument in the November 5, 1991 SF Voters’ pamphlet authorized by the Mayor and the Board
of Supervisors even stated:

>  Fact:  The 28 acres of Balboa Reservoir that City College has requested is in the process of being transferred to
them by the PUC.
(See Voters’ pamphlet, p. 105)

A few years later, parking for the College was extended to the south basin. The College saw the passage of two bond
measures (in 2001 and 2005) allowing for the construction of a classroom building (the Multi-Use Building) on the
College-owned Upper Balboa Reservoir. 

This long-term parking at the Balboa Reservoir is an existing condition. On many days, especially during the first
part of the semester, the lower Reservoir lot is nearly full. Without it, students might end up being turned away, with
enrollment and even the survival of the College hanging in the balance. If the decision is made that the development
should go ahead, it should be up to the developer to provide mitigation through making up for the lost parking. The
developer has suggested something along this line, but it’s not certain. The need for this mitigation should be
studied. 

)  density, height, infrastructure
During the meetings of the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, one of the expressed goals was to
consider the project in context of the surrounding communities. Leadership of the adjacent Westwood Park
neighborhood testified that the density of housing for the proposed development is roughly 10 times that of

mailto:riquerique@yahoo.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


Westwood Park. Westwood Park is San Francisco’s only Residential Character District. There was evidently no
effort by the proposed project to take the density and character of the Westwood Park and Westwood Heights or
Sunnyside Districts into account.

The existing height limits in the area of the proposed development range from 40to 65 feet. This is understood to be
40 feet in the area of the parcel closest to Westwood Park and 65 feet in the area closer to Frida Kahlo Way.
According to 
p. 10 of the Notice of Preparation, the developer seeks to exceed these limits. Their limit would be 45 (?) to 78 feet
under the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet under the Additional Housing Option. These increases in
bulk only serve to worsen the disparity of density between the proposed development and the existing
neighborhoods. Furthermore, the proposal to create a Balboa Reservoir Special Use District for this development
appears to provide a means to facilitate the modified zoning with additional building height.

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan (2006-2009) estimated the number of housing units that could be constructed
within its coverage area, which included the Balboa Reservoir site. This document did not advocate or recommend
housing at the Reservoir site as the best use but cited it as one possible use. The number of 500 units was suggested
for the lower Balboa Reservoir site, but it was an approximation; there was no documentation on how this number
was determined. There was no number of units recommended from the Balboa Reservoir CAC or the PUC’s RFQ,
although many members of the public who attended the CAC meetings had the impression that the number of units
being considered would be a maximum of 500. Thus it was somewhat surprising when the proposal selected was for
1100 units. The current EIR proposal cites different configurations for study (NOP, p. 10):

800 units—a reduced density alternative
1100 units—the current proposal
1300 and 1550 units—alternative higher density proposals

It is my understanding that there has not been serious consideration given to the impact of the addition of 2000 to
3000 (or more) people on the existing infrastructure—roads, traffic/congestion, utilities, deliveries, ride-hailing
services (Uber, Lyft), etc. It will be necessary to come to an understanding what such a number of additional people
would have on the quality of life. Yes, for the EIR, the impact of deliveries and ride-hailing services would have to
be understood. The existing TDM plan (Traffic Demand Management) specifically sought to ameliorate traffic by
reducing use of single vehicle trips to and from the College; this seems like an attempt to have College students,
faculty and staff bear the mitigation for the new arrivals. Instead, the neighborhood traffic and parking needs must
be seriously studied.

The access points to the Reservoir site and the College are currently inadequate. The situation would be worse with
the presence of both the 1100+ housing units and the proposed CCSF Performing Arts Education Center. I heard a
figure that $25,000 alone would be needed to upgrade the traffic light at Ocean and Frida Kahlo Way. That is one of
many adjustments that would need to be made. But as it presently exists, the present usage patterns during the
school year result in near gridlock conditions on Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way at many times of the day. The
current two lanes of traffic on Frida Kahlo Way are the result of a summertime adjustment effectuated by the City,
down from four lanes, possibly in order to incorporate bicycle lanes. Long traffic delays are a routine experience,
affecting people from the College as well as neighborhood residents and others. Exploring the return to a four-lane
road on Frida Kahlo Way could be a good first step to ameliorating traffic conditions.  

)  Transit

The Balboa Reservoir neighborhood is referred to as a transit-rich environment. This characterization fails to
acknowledge that much of the time, but especially at peak times, transit services are at or near capacity; there is little
room for expansion in public use. A survey of CCSF students from a year or two ago indicated that some 40% of
students currently use public transit—some combination of BART, MUNI and perhaps other regional transit
agencies. A shuttle from BART should be evaluated as a partial solution to the so-called last-mile problem, since
BART is nearby yet not close to the campus, especially for people with mobility issues. 



)  The Balboa Reservoir as a Water Resource

Although the future Balboa Reservoir site (42 acres) was purchased from Adolph Sutro by the Spring Valley Water
Company in January, 1894, ostensibly for its potential as a reservoir site. This goal the company never pursued. The
City of San Francisco purchased the Water Company’s holdings in 1930. The PUC allowed the land to be used for a
Navy WAVES barracks in 1945-46 and for CCSF as its West Campus between 1946 and 1956. The next year, two
reservoir basins were finally built, though with no connections to a water source. In 1978, the PUC determined that
the two basins of the Balboa Reservoir (capacity, 150 million gallons) would not be needed as a backup water
resource. Several engineering studies continued until at least 2003 to determine whether the Reservoir would indeed
be needed. The PUC declared many times that it would retain the north basin and never sell it, mostly due to its
potential for a water resource. This changed in 2014 when the idea of a housing development was championed by
the Mayor and the voters passed two Proposition K’s in support of new and rehabilitated housing in San Francisco.

In San Francisco’s Richmond and Sunset districts, plans for expanding water resources in the event of a natural
disaster or other calamity. This is happening in 2016-17. I ask that the Balboa Reservoir site be re-evaluated to
verify that it is, in fact, no longer needed for a backup water supply. There is also the question of fire safety in the
hilly neighborhoods to the north of City College (north of Monterey Boulevard). Some usage on top of an active
reservoir have been contemplated in San Francisco for years—such a proposal was approved for the Balboa
Reservoir during the 1980’s before a downturn in the local economy made it unfeasible. Is this still a valid or
necessary proposal for possible fire safety now after the Water Department (PUC) is evidently willing to dispose of
the site? This matter should be studied for the EIR.   

Thank you for your consideration.

Harry Bernstein



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jean Barish
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping Letter - Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 12:46:10 PM
Attachments: Balboa Reservoir Scoping Letter [JBB].docx

Balboa Reservoir Alternative Drawings.pdf

 
Dear Ms. Poling,

Attached is my scoping request letter and drawings for a proposed alternative
project, for the Balboa Reservoir Project EIR, Case No. 2018-007883ENV 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

Please confirm receipt of this email.

Jean

Jean B Barish, Esq., MS
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185

mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

JEAN B BARISH, Esq., MS

5758 Geary Boulevard, #341

San Francisco, CA 94121           jeanbbarish@hotmail.com







Via Electronic Mail 

November 12, 2018



Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
Re:  	Balboa Reservoir Project

	EIR Case No. 2018-007883ENV

	Scoping Requests


Dear Ms. Poling:



Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the environmental review for the referenced project.  Following are requests for your consideration during the Environmental Impact Report process. 





Introduction



The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”) would be a large housing development built on approximately 17 acres of land adjoining City College of San Francisco, Riordan High School, the Westwood Park neighborhood, and Ocean Avenue. According to the Planning Department’s October 10, 2010 Notice of Preparation, this project could have up to 1,550 dwelling units. It will also include community space, retail space, and no more than 750 public parking spaces, almost half as many parking spaces now available. Buildings could be up to 88 feet tall.



Following are the Project impacts that should be studied in the Environmental Impact Report:



Transportation/Traffic Impacts



The Project will significantly impact transportation and traffic in the neighborhood. The EIR should include a comprehensive traffic study of trip generation and parking supply, and evaluate the indirect and cumulative impact of the Project on transportation and traffic impacts on the people living in and traveling to both the Project as well as City College of San Francisco. The EIR should consider these impacts on lower income students who likely reside further away and must use automobiles. This study should also include the impact of increased traffic on congestion and parking in the neighborhoods impacted by the Project.







Jeanie Poling

November 12, 2018

Page 2





Transportation Demand Management - The Notice of Preparation states that:  “The proposed project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of transportation. TDM measures may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and carshare parking) and programmatic (e.g., incentives).”  (Oct. 10, 2018 NOP, p. 20)  



In a December 31, 2017, memo to the Commissioners of the SF County Transportation Authority Supervisor Norman Yee stated:  ”The TDM Framework is a first step in planning TDM efforts for the Balboa Area. As the Reservoir developer and City College begin to draft implementable plans, community input will continue to play a significant role. Transportation and TDM will be discussed in ongoing public meetings for the City College Facilities Master Plan, Balboa Reservoir and other Community Advisory Committees. Only after further public engagement and exploration of TDM programs will the Reservoir developer and City College draft more detailed, implementable TDM plans.” 



Accordingly, the EIR must include a completed TDM, and a Draft EIR should not be circulated until this completed TDM has been incorporated into the EIR.



MTA and BART Impacts - The Project will significantly alter the demand for public transit in the area. This is especially true since up to 1,500 student parking spaces may be lost. The EIR should study the following impacts on public transit:



· The impact of road changes on the reliability and frequency in the neighborhood of all bus and streetcar lines servicing the neighborhood

· The impact of increased demand on BART 

· The impact of changes proposed in the City College Facilities Master Plan on transit reliability and frequency 



Additional Impacts - The EIR should also study the following transportation and traffic impacts:



· The impact of the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan on traffic and transportation in areas adjoining the Project

· The impact of the Project on increased traffic from ride sharing companies such as Uber and Lyft 

· The impact of the Project on access of emergency vehicles, such as fire trucks and ambulances, in the neighborhood

· The impact of the Project on pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative modes of transportation

· The impact of the Project on traffic congestion in the neighborhood





Community Resources  



Impact of Reduced Parking on CCSF - The Project will significantly reduce parking for City College of San Francisco students, faculty, and staff. Additionally, it is expected that parking 
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fees in a replacement parking structure will be more expensive. The EIR should study the impacts of this reduced parking and increased cost on:



· student enrollment at City College of San Francisco, especially the impact on lower income students 

· faculty employment at City College of San Francisco 

· staff employment at City College of San Francisco



Project Impact on the Performing Arts Education Center - City College of San Francisco is planning to construct a Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC) on property adjoining the Project. The EIR should study the impact of the Project on: 



· The commencement of the construction of the PAEC

· The completion of the construction of the PAEC   

· The location of the PAEC   

· The availability of parking for the PAEC



Additional impacts – The EIR should study the following additional impacts on community resources



· The impact of the Project on the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan  

· The impact of increased retail on the Project site on retail businesses in the surrounding neighborhoods

· The impact of Project construction activities on the surrounding neighborhoods

· The impact of significantly increasing market-rate housing on the cost of housing in the adjoining neighborhoods, especially housing for minorities, low-income, elderly, disabled, transit-dependent and other interest groups

· The impact of a large, market-rate housing project on the character and stability of the surrounding neighborhoods





Hydrology and Water Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on hydrology and water quality:

· The impact on the availability of potable water, especially during emergencies and natural disasters

· The impact on the availability of emergency water for fighting fires during natural disasters such as earthquakes 

· The impact of increased demand for water on the groundwater supply

· The impact of increased demand of stormwater runoff
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Cultural Resources



In 1995, Westwood Park became San Francisco’s only Residential Character District, providing the neighborhood with protection for its architectural integrity. The Project does not conform to the density or height of the neighborhood. The EIR should study how the Project will impact the 

character of the neighborhood, especially the Residential Character of Westwood Park and any other neighborhoods or homes that have an historical designation. 



Public Services - The EIR should study the following impacts on public services:

· The impact of the Project on the supply of water during an emergency such as an earthquake or fire

· The impact of the Project on enrollment at City College of San Francisco

· The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to K-12 education in the neighborhood

· The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to police, fire protection, public libraries, post offices, and other public services in the neighborhood



Air Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on air quality:

· The impact of increased automobile traffic on air quality in the neighborhood

· The impact of construction on air quality in the neighborhood





Alternative Projects



Additional Housing Option - The Notice of Preparation identifies two options for the site’s residential density. One would have 1,100 units and the other would have 1,550 units. The 1,550 unit project, defined as the Additional Housing Option, was never considered by the Balboa Reservoir Project CAC, which met for approximately two years. Nor was it ever presented to the general public. It is unclear why a larger project was never publicly considered. In view of this lack of transparency and due process, the EIR should defer the review of this project until it has been fully reviewed by the CAC and other members of the public.  



The EIR should also study several alternative projects.



No Build Alternative -  The EIR should study a No Build Alternative. The EIR should review keeping the land under public or non-profit control rather than allowing a private development company to purchase it from the SF Public Utilities Commission for their personal gain. A No Build Alternative would allow the land to continue to be used for any number of public uses, including the expansion of City College of San Francisco, which has used the land for decades and which voters have consistently determined should be zoned Public. 
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Additionally, the impact of the No Build Alternative should be considered in light of the commitment of CCSF and the citizens of San Francisco to building a Performing Arts Education Center on land adjoining the Project site.    



Smaller Project – In view of the significant environmental impacts the Project will have, the EIR should also study reducing the number of units in the Project to no more than 400 and no more than 3 floors. A smaller project will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods, and will mitigate many environmental impacts, including but not limited to traffic congestion, infrastructure problems, and loss of enrollment at City College of San Francisco due to loss of parking and inadequate public transit.



Attached is an architect’s rendering of a proposed smaller project that the EIR should consider.



100% Affordable Housing – The need for affordable housing in San Francisco is undeniable. While there has been an increase in the construction of units in San Francisco, most of them are market rate units which are too expensive for the majority of the people living and working in San Francisco. 



The public land on which the Project will be built should be used to build a development that is 100% affordable. The October 10, 2018 Notice of Preparation addresses the importance of affordable housing, stating that the Balboa Park Station Area Plan should “prioritize affordable housing.” (NOP, p. 4)



The EIR should study building 100% affordable housing on the Project land.





Conclusion



The Balboa Reservoir Project will significantly impact City College of San Francisco and the surrounding neighborhoods. Your preparation of the Environmental Impact Report should assure that any project on this land will both benefit the community as well as not harm the environment or community.



Thank you for considering the foregoing issues.  Please continue to keep me informed by email of all documents and notices regarding this project.



Sincerely,



Jean B Barish, Esq., MS



Att  
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JEAN B BARISH, Esq., MS 
5758 Geary Boulevard, #341 

San Francisco, CA 94121           jeanbbarish@hotmail.com 
 

 
 

Via Electronic Mail  

November 12, 2018 
 
Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  
Re:   Balboa Reservoir Project 
 EIR Case No. 2018-007883ENV 
 Scoping Requests 
 
Dear Ms. Poling: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the environmental review for the 
referenced project.  Following are requests for your consideration during the Environmental 
Impact Report process.  
 
 
Introduction 
 
The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project (the “Project”) would be a large housing development 
built on approximately 17 acres of land adjoining City College of San Francisco, Riordan High 
School, the Westwood Park neighborhood, and Ocean Avenue. According to the Planning 
Department’s October 10, 2010 Notice of Preparation, this project could have up to 1,550 
dwelling units. It will also include community space, retail space, and no more than 750 public 
parking spaces, almost half as many parking spaces now available. Buildings could be up to 88 
feet tall. 
 
Following are the Project impacts that should be studied in the Environmental Impact Report: 

 

Transportation/Traffic Impacts 
 
The Project will significantly impact transportation and traffic in the neighborhood. The EIR 
should include a comprehensive traffic study of trip generation and parking supply, and evaluate 
the indirect and cumulative impact of the Project on transportation and traffic impacts on the 
people living in and traveling to both the Project as well as City College of San Francisco. The 
EIR should consider these impacts on lower income students who likely reside further away and 
must use automobiles. This study should also include the impact of increased traffic on 
congestion and parking in the neighborhoods impacted by the Project. 
 
 

mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
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Transportation Demand Management - The Notice of Preparation states that:  “The proposed 
project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that would 
implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of 
transportation. TDM measures may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and carshare parking) 
and programmatic (e.g., incentives).”  (Oct. 10, 2018 NOP, p. 20)   
 
In a December 31, 2017, memo to the Commissioners of the SF County Transportation 
Authority Supervisor Norman Yee stated:  ”The TDM Framework is a first step in planning TDM 
efforts for the Balboa Area. As the Reservoir developer and City College begin to draft 
implementable plans, community input will continue to play a significant role. Transportation and 
TDM will be discussed in ongoing public meetings for the City College Facilities Master Plan, 
Balboa Reservoir and other Community Advisory Committees. Only after further public 
engagement and exploration of TDM programs will the Reservoir developer and City College 
draft more detailed, implementable TDM plans.”  
 
Accordingly, the EIR must include a completed TDM, and a Draft EIR should not be circulated 
until this completed TDM has been incorporated into the EIR. 
 
MTA and BART Impacts - The Project will significantly alter the demand for public transit in the 
area. This is especially true since up to 1,500 student parking spaces may be lost. The EIR 
should study the following impacts on public transit: 
 

• The impact of road changes on the reliability and frequency in the neighborhood of all 
bus and streetcar lines servicing the neighborhood 

• The impact of increased demand on BART  
• The impact of changes proposed in the City College Facilities Master Plan on transit 

reliability and frequency  
 
Additional Impacts - The EIR should also study the following transportation and traffic impacts: 
 

• The impact of the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan on traffic and 
transportation in areas adjoining the Project 

• The impact of the Project on increased traffic from ride sharing companies such as Uber 
and Lyft  

• The impact of the Project on access of emergency vehicles, such as fire trucks and 
ambulances, in the neighborhood 

• The impact of the Project on pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative modes of 
transportation 

• The impact of the Project on traffic congestion in the neighborhood 
 
 
Community Resources   
 
Impact of Reduced Parking on CCSF - The Project will significantly reduce parking for City 
College of San Francisco students, faculty, and staff. Additionally, it is expected that parking  
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fees in a replacement parking structure will be more expensive. The EIR should study the 
impacts of this reduced parking and increased cost on: 
 

• student enrollment at City College of San Francisco, especially the impact on lower 
income students  

• faculty employment at City College of San Francisco  
• staff employment at City College of San Francisco 

 
Project Impact on the Performing Arts Education Center - City College of San Francisco is 
planning to construct a Performing Arts Education Center (PAEC) on property adjoining the 
Project. The EIR should study the impact of the Project on:  
 

• The commencement of the construction of the PAEC 
• The completion of the construction of the PAEC    
• The location of the PAEC    
• The availability of parking for the PAEC 

 
Additional impacts – The EIR should study the following additional impacts on community 
resources 
 

• The impact of the Project on the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan   
• The impact of increased retail on the Project site on retail businesses in the surrounding 

neighborhoods 
• The impact of Project construction activities on the surrounding neighborhoods 
• The impact of significantly increasing market-rate housing on the cost of housing in the 

adjoining neighborhoods, especially housing for minorities, low-income, elderly, 
disabled, transit-dependent and other interest groups 

• The impact of a large, market-rate housing project on the character and stability of the 
surrounding neighborhoods 

 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on hydrology and 
water quality: 

• The impact on the availability of potable water, especially during emergencies and 
natural disasters 

• The impact on the availability of emergency water for fighting fires during natural 
disasters such as earthquakes  

• The impact of increased demand for water on the groundwater supply 
• The impact of increased demand of stormwater runoff 
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Cultural Resources 
 
In 1995, Westwood Park became San Francisco’s only Residential Character District, providing 
the neighborhood with protection for its architectural integrity. The Project does not conform to 
the density or height of the neighborhood. The EIR should study how the Project will impact the  
character of the neighborhood, especially the Residential Character of Westwood Park and any 
other neighborhoods or homes that have an historical designation.  

 

Public Services - The EIR should study the following impacts on public services: 

• The impact of the Project on the supply of water during an emergency such as an 
earthquake or fire 

• The impact of the Project on enrollment at City College of San Francisco 
• The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to K-12 education in the 

neighborhood 
• The impact of the Project on the availability of adequate access to police, fire protection, 

public libraries, post offices, and other public services in the neighborhood 
 

Air Quality – The EIR should study the following impacts on air quality: 

• The impact of increased automobile traffic on air quality in the neighborhood 
• The impact of construction on air quality in the neighborhood 

 
 
Alternative Projects 
 
Additional Housing Option - The Notice of Preparation identifies two options for the site’s 
residential density. One would have 1,100 units and the other would have 1,550 units. The 
1,550 unit project, defined as the Additional Housing Option, was never considered by the 
Balboa Reservoir Project CAC, which met for approximately two years. Nor was it ever 
presented to the general public. It is unclear why a larger project was never publicly considered. 
In view of this lack of transparency and due process, the EIR should defer the review of this 
project until it has been fully reviewed by the CAC and other members of the public.   
 
The EIR should also study several alternative projects. 
 
No Build Alternative -  The EIR should study a No Build Alternative. The EIR should review 
keeping the land under public or non-profit control rather than allowing a private development 
company to purchase it from the SF Public Utilities Commission for their personal gain. A No 
Build Alternative would allow the land to continue to be used for any number of public uses, 
including the expansion of City College of San Francisco, which has used the land for decades 
and which voters have consistently determined should be zoned Public.  
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Additionally, the impact of the No Build Alternative should be considered in light of the 
commitment of CCSF and the citizens of San Francisco to building a Performing Arts Education 
Center on land adjoining the Project site.     
 
Smaller Project – In view of the significant environmental impacts the Project will have, the EIR 
should also study reducing the number of units in the Project to no more than 400 and no more 
than 3 floors. A smaller project will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods, and will 
mitigate many environmental impacts, including but not limited to traffic congestion, 
infrastructure problems, and loss of enrollment at City College of San Francisco due to loss of 
parking and inadequate public transit. 
 
Attached is an architect’s rendering of a proposed smaller project that the EIR should consider. 
 
100% Affordable Housing – The need for affordable housing in San Francisco is undeniable. 
While there has been an increase in the construction of units in San Francisco, most of them 
are market rate units which are too expensive for the majority of the people living and working in 
San Francisco.  
 
The public land on which the Project will be built should be used to build a development that is 
100% affordable. The October 10, 2018 Notice of Preparation addresses the importance of 
affordable housing, stating that the Balboa Park Station Area Plan should “prioritize affordable 
housing.” (NOP, p. 4) 
 
The EIR should study building 100% affordable housing on the Project land. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project will significantly impact City College of San Francisco and the 
surrounding neighborhoods. Your preparation of the Environmental Impact Report should 
assure that any project on this land will both benefit the community as well as not harm the 
environment or community. 
 
Thank you for considering the foregoing issues.  Please continue to keep me informed by email 
of all documents and notices regarding this project. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
Jean B Barish, Esq., MS 
 
Att   
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jennifer Heggie
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, case #2018 - 007883 ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 7:25:05 PM
Attachments: JH_BR_EIRScopingRequest.docx

 

Hello Jeanie,
Please see attached my letter for scoping. 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues.
Regards,
Jennifer

mailto:jdheggie@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

							November 12, 2018



Ms. Jeanie Poling

San Francisco Planning Department



RE: Balboa Reservoir CASE # 2018 – 007883 ENV



Dear Ms. Poling:



Thank you for this opportunity to submit issues we would like to see addressed in the EIR for the Balboa Reservoir development. Just below is a summary list of issues I would like to see studied in depth followed by the fuller and more specific requests. 

- The transportation impacts of vehicles entering and exiting the Balboa Reservoir

- The impact of the reduction in parking spaces to City College student attendance and the neighboring communities

- The impact of the development on current public transit systems, roads, pedestrian safety and access, and other vehicles

- Continued access to services on Ocean Avenue and the freeway from Sunnyside

- Open space that is accessible and usable by the neighborhoods in addition to the residents of the new Balboa Reservoir development

- No negative impact to emergency response services

- Wind, air, noise and water impacts to this section of San Francisco. 

	

LIST FOR SCOPING



Transportation and Parking

1. Study the impact to already significant congestion along Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue of adding new residents with vehicles and the expected additional delivery service vehicles and Transportation Network Company (“TNC”) rides that will be entering and exiting the Balboa Reservoir.  Please incorporate into your analyses the additional loss of student parking resulting from parking removed from the site of the approved future Performing Arts Education Center at City College. 



2. Explore and study the following alternative areas for ingress to and egress from the Balboa Reservoir: a) Study the adequacy of Lee Avenue between the Mercy and Avalon buildings as an exit from Balboa Reservoir to Ocean Avenue at high-use times of the day when Ocean Avenue is also likely to be backed up.  Also study it as an entrance at those same times of day. Lee is currently used for loading and unloading for Whole Foods and Amazon supplies and is the only exit for vehicles from the Whole Foods parking lot; b) determine if Lee Avenue is adequate as an entrance or exit between Ocean Avenue and the  Balboa Reservoir during traffic hours and also when there is an emergency that requires a response from the Fire Station at the corner of Ocean and Frida Kahlo Way; c) study opening Brighton Avenue North of Ocean Avenue into the Balboa Reservoir; d) study using San Ramon Avenue for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians; e) study using the PUC road between the Ingleside library and Avalon building for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians; and e) study increasing the number of lanes for vehicular traffic on Frida Kahlo Way from Judson to Ocean Avenue. 



3. The number of vehicles currently traveling along Frida Kahlo Way (Phelan Ave) is already excessive and very slow at certain times of the day. Neighbors have remarked on frustrated drivers making illegal U-turns to get out of traffic. Determine how to ensure fewer vehicles leave the Balboa Reservoir onto Frida Kahlo Way and from Frida Kahlo Way to the Balboa Reservoir during prime traffic periods. The Sunnyside neighborhood is home to many commuters who use Frida Kahlo Way to reach the 280 onramp to reach businesses difficult to reach by public transit. Sunnyside is also a community where families drop off and pick up young children. In addition, a number of blue collar service businesses are run from Sunnyside home businesses that involve driving trucks and vans along Frida Kahlo Way to customer sites. 



4. Reduce impacts to Judson, Frida Kahlo Way (Phelan) north of Judson, Gennessee, Foerster,and  Edna due to additional vehicles entering and leaving Balboa Reservoir. The Sunnyside neighborhood streets are narrow. For example, when the 43 bus drives South on Gennessee in the block before City College, most vehicles driving north can’t get by; they back up vehicle traffic onto Judson or back into driveway entrances. Propose solutions for discouraging TNCs from idling on our narrow neighborhood roads. 



5. Study the development’s impacts on City College students’ ability to park on campus and on the Balboa Reservoir and what will be the resulting transportation and parking impact to the Sunnyside neighborhood. When student parking has been reduced in the past, City College students have circled and idled on narrow residential streets in order to find parking in Sunnyside. There is an ugly history of desperate acts by students attempting to park in the neighborhood.



6. Sunnyside streets are narrow and those near local schools are particularly congested when parents drop off and pick up young children at one of the two elementary schools or at one of the nine daycare/pre-schools, using Foerster and Edna and cross streets. How can we ensure these educational institutions which provide critical family-friendly services in San Francisco will not be negatively impacted by vehicles leaving or attempting to enter the reservoir? Impacts to Riordan High School drop off and pick up zones should also be studied. Families from many San Francisco neighborhoods need timely access to these institutions.



7. How will significantly increased numbers of residents and riders be handled by SFMTA? Currently there is inadequate public transit for handling a very large increase in riders. The 43 bus, which is full at peak times, is the only bus that runs the length of the Ocean campus and therefore the length of the Balboa Reservoir. It runs less frequently than some other buses, but provides stops closer to the north end of the Reservoir. 



8. At certain times of the day and during special events, muni buses and trams have traditionally been overcrowded, particularly on Ocean Avenue routes. How will riders further down Ocean Avenue be able to access increasingly crowded muni buses? What impact will denser  ridership boarding BART trains at the Balboa Park Station have on BART riders further down the line, such as in the Mission, Civic Center or downtown? Please consider peak hours in your analysis.



9. Please evaluate undergrounding the K line for possible future Ocean Avenue transit improvement.



10. Study the impact to City College student daytime attendance due to the significant reduction of parking spaces during the day. Please be sure to incorporate into your analysis the lower number of City College parking spaces once the Performing Arts Education Center has been completed. 



11. What will be the impact to City College attendance at night when there is reduced parking during evening classes and performances in the evenings and on weekends? Please take into account that students may also work during the day or night and may not live in an area close to public transit or that is safe. Consider the additional impact of reduced parking on non-student audiences of performances during the day or evening. 



12. When estimating VMT, take into account that a building with additional housing as well as a garage is being considered for construction on the City College upper reservoir parking lot. Other buildings on the upper reservoir that would be developed for education-related uses are also under consideration by City College for the future. 



Emergency Response



13. Determine expected response times for Fire/EMT response during emergencies to the neighborhoods North of the Balboa Reservoir, including Sunnyside, as well as to buildings in the Balboa Reservoir. How do these times compare with other neighborhoods, and how different are these expected response times from current response times? 



Pedestrian Safety and Community Resources



14. Study pedestrian access and safety along Ocean Avenue taking into account a projected large increase in pedestrian traffic between the Balboa Park BART station and Miramar. Some of the sidewalks on Ocean Avenue are very narrow and a significant increase in the pedestrian population will create a challenge for existing neighbors accustomed to walking to local services on Ocean Avenue for banking, hardware, mail/delivery, medical, exercise, restaurants, repairs, stores and more.



15. Ensure there is adequate and safe pedestrian access to Ocean Avenue transit, shopping and services from Sunnyside, North of City College. Sunnyside does not want to be cut off from the services we use along Ocean Avenue. Study alternative walking routes where there will be inadequate space for pedestrians to walk to or along Ocean Avenue.



16. Please ensure that proposed walking paths through the development are relatively level, non-paved, and well-lighted, an alternative for elderly pedestrians and dog walkers since current walking paths are being removed with the development of the Balboa Reservoir. 



Shadows and Wind



17. Determine whether new tall buildings will funnel ocean winds NE to Sunnyside, and if so, propose solutions to minimize the impact on the neighborhood. Current winds are already very powerful, and many younger trees in Sunnyside and along the City College campus on Judson have not survived their force.



18. Ensure proposed construction minimizes shadows to the Riordan High School track and playing field and the Riordan HS windows and central courtyard. 

Noise



19. Study how to minimize the noise impacts of construction and the uses of any building next to Riordan HS where high school boarding students live and all students attend classes. Consider the same for City College. 



Water and Air Quality



20. Consider impacts to the quality and quantity of San Francisco’s drinkable water supply, taking into account increasing drought conditions and Pres. Trump’s recent threat of water flow reductions to San Francisco from federal lands. Does it make more sense to turn the Balboa Reservoir into another place to store drinking water? 



21. Review plans for parking in the garages and along the streets, maximizing the opportunities for hooking into electric outlets for car charging and ensuring adequate chargers in the garages. 






We look forward to working with you further on these issues. Thank you for your consideration.



Regards,

Jennifer Heggie

Sunnyside





       November 12, 2018 

 

Ms. Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
 
RE: Balboa Reservoir CASE # 2018 – 007883 ENV 
 
Dear Ms. Poling: 
 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit issues we would like to see addressed in the EIR for the 
Balboa Reservoir development. Just below is a summary list of issues I would like to see studied in depth 
followed by the fuller and more specific requests.  

- The transportation impacts of vehicles entering and exiting the Balboa Reservoir 
- The impact of the reduction in parking spaces to City College student attendance and the 
neighboring communities 
- The impact of the development on current public transit systems, roads, pedestrian safety and 
access, and other vehicles 
- Continued access to services on Ocean Avenue and the freeway from Sunnyside 
- Open space that is accessible and usable by the neighborhoods in addition to the residents of the 
new Balboa Reservoir development 
- No negative impact to emergency response services 
- Wind, air, noise and water impacts to this section of San Francisco.  
  

LIST FOR SCOPING 
 
Transportation and Parking 

1. Study the impact to already significant congestion along Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue of 
adding new residents with vehicles and the expected additional delivery service vehicles and 
Transportation Network Company (“TNC”) rides that will be entering and exiting the Balboa 
Reservoir.  Please incorporate into your analyses the additional loss of student parking resulting 
from parking removed from the site of the approved future Performing Arts Education Center at 
City College.  
 

2. Explore and study the following alternative areas for ingress to and egress from the Balboa 
Reservoir: a) Study the adequacy of Lee Avenue between the Mercy and Avalon buildings as an 
exit from Balboa Reservoir to Ocean Avenue at high-use times of the day when Ocean Avenue is 
also likely to be backed up.  Also study it as an entrance at those same times of day. Lee is 
currently used for loading and unloading for Whole Foods and Amazon supplies and is the only 
exit for vehicles from the Whole Foods parking lot; b) determine if Lee Avenue is adequate as an 



entrance or exit between Ocean Avenue and the  Balboa Reservoir during traffic hours and also 
when there is an emergency that requires a response from the Fire Station at the corner of 
Ocean and Frida Kahlo Way; c) study opening Brighton Avenue North of Ocean Avenue into the 
Balboa Reservoir; d) study using San Ramon Avenue for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians; e) 
study using the PUC road between the Ingleside library and Avalon building for vehicles, bicycles 
and pedestrians; and e) study increasing the number of lanes for vehicular traffic on Frida Kahlo 
Way from Judson to Ocean Avenue.  
 

3. The number of vehicles currently traveling along Frida Kahlo Way (Phelan Ave) is already 
excessive and very slow at certain times of the day. Neighbors have remarked on frustrated 
drivers making illegal U-turns to get out of traffic. Determine how to ensure fewer vehicles leave 
the Balboa Reservoir onto Frida Kahlo Way and from Frida Kahlo Way to the Balboa Reservoir 
during prime traffic periods. The Sunnyside neighborhood is home to many commuters who use 
Frida Kahlo Way to reach the 280 onramp to reach businesses difficult to reach by public transit. 
Sunnyside is also a community where families drop off and pick up young children. In addition, a 
number of blue collar service businesses are run from Sunnyside home businesses that involve 
driving trucks and vans along Frida Kahlo Way to customer sites.  
 

4. Reduce impacts to Judson, Frida Kahlo Way (Phelan) north of Judson, Gennessee, Foerster,and  
Edna due to additional vehicles entering and leaving Balboa Reservoir. The Sunnyside 
neighborhood streets are narrow. For example, when the 43 bus drives South on Gennessee in 
the block before City College, most vehicles driving north can’t get by; they back up vehicle 
traffic onto Judson or back into driveway entrances. Propose solutions for discouraging TNCs 
from idling on our narrow neighborhood roads.  
 

5. Study the development’s impacts on City College students’ ability to park on campus and on the 
Balboa Reservoir and what will be the resulting transportation and parking impact to the 
Sunnyside neighborhood. When student parking has been reduced in the past, City College 
students have circled and idled on narrow residential streets in order to find parking in 
Sunnyside. There is an ugly history of desperate acts by students attempting to park in the 
neighborhood. 
 

6. Sunnyside streets are narrow and those near local schools are particularly congested when 
parents drop off and pick up young children at one of the two elementary schools or at one of 
the nine daycare/pre-schools, using Foerster and Edna and cross streets. How can we ensure 
these educational institutions which provide critical family-friendly services in San Francisco will 
not be negatively impacted by vehicles leaving or attempting to enter the reservoir? Impacts to 
Riordan High School drop off and pick up zones should also be studied. Families from many San 
Francisco neighborhoods need timely access to these institutions. 
 

7. How will significantly increased numbers of residents and riders be handled by SFMTA? 
Currently there is inadequate public transit for handling a very large increase in riders. The 43 



bus, which is full at peak times, is the only bus that runs the length of the Ocean campus and 
therefore the length of the Balboa Reservoir. It runs less frequently than some other buses, but 
provides stops closer to the north end of the Reservoir.  
 

8. At certain times of the day and during special events, muni buses and trams have traditionally 
been overcrowded, particularly on Ocean Avenue routes. How will riders further down Ocean 
Avenue be able to access increasingly crowded muni buses? What impact will denser  ridership 
boarding BART trains at the Balboa Park Station have on BART riders further down the line, such 
as in the Mission, Civic Center or downtown? Please consider peak hours in your analysis. 
 

9. Please evaluate undergrounding the K line for possible future Ocean Avenue transit 
improvement. 
 

10. Study the impact to City College student daytime attendance due to the significant reduction of 
parking spaces during the day. Please be sure to incorporate into your analysis the lower 
number of City College parking spaces once the Performing Arts Education Center has been 
completed.  
 

11. What will be the impact to City College attendance at night when there is reduced parking 
during evening classes and performances in the evenings and on weekends? Please take into 
account that students may also work during the day or night and may not live in an area close to 
public transit or that is safe. Consider the additional impact of reduced parking on non-student 
audiences of performances during the day or evening.  
 

12. When estimating VMT, take into account that a building with additional housing as well as a 
garage is being considered for construction on the City College upper reservoir parking lot. 
Other buildings on the upper reservoir that would be developed for education-related uses are 
also under consideration by City College for the future.  
 

Emergency Response 
 

13. Determine expected response times for Fire/EMT response during emergencies to the 
neighborhoods North of the Balboa Reservoir, including Sunnyside, as well as to buildings in the 
Balboa Reservoir. How do these times compare with other neighborhoods, and how different 
are these expected response times from current response times?  
 

Pedestrian Safety and Community Resources 
 

14. Study pedestrian access and safety along Ocean Avenue taking into account a projected large 
increase in pedestrian traffic between the Balboa Park BART station and Miramar. Some of the 
sidewalks on Ocean Avenue are very narrow and a significant increase in the pedestrian 
population will create a challenge for existing neighbors accustomed to walking to local services 



on Ocean Avenue for banking, hardware, mail/delivery, medical, exercise, restaurants, repairs, 
stores and more. 
 

15. Ensure there is adequate and safe pedestrian access to Ocean Avenue transit, shopping and 
services from Sunnyside, North of City College. Sunnyside does not want to be cut off from the 
services we use along Ocean Avenue. Study alternative walking routes where there will be 
inadequate space for pedestrians to walk to or along Ocean Avenue. 
 

16. Please ensure that proposed walking paths through the development are relatively level, non-
paved, and well-lighted, an alternative for elderly pedestrians and dog walkers since current 
walking paths are being removed with the development of the Balboa Reservoir.  
 

Shadows and Wind 
 

17. Determine whether new tall buildings will funnel ocean winds NE to Sunnyside, and if so, 
propose solutions to minimize the impact on the neighborhood. Current winds are already very 
powerful, and many younger trees in Sunnyside and along the City College campus on Judson 
have not survived their force. 
 

18. Ensure proposed construction minimizes shadows to the Riordan High School track and playing 
field and the Riordan HS windows and central courtyard.  

Noise 

 
19. Study how to minimize the noise impacts of construction and the uses of any building next to 

Riordan HS where high school boarding students live and all students attend classes. Consider 
the same for City College.  
 

Water and Air Quality 
 

20. Consider impacts to the quality and quantity of San Francisco’s drinkable water supply, taking 
into account increasing drought conditions and Pres. Trump’s recent threat of water flow 
reductions to San Francisco from federal lands. Does it make more sense to turn the Balboa 
Reservoir into another place to store drinking water?  
 

21. Review plans for parking in the garages and along the streets, maximizing the opportunities for 
hooking into electric outlets for car charging and ensuring adequate chargers in the garages.  
 

  



We look forward to working with you further on these issues. Thank you for your consideration. 
 

Regards, 
Jennifer Heggie 
Sunnyside 

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jennifer Heggie
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project, case #2018 - 007883 ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 7:28:51 PM

 

My computer was having some troubles, but I hope you can still take this email and consider
the contents.
Some of my comments were also made at Lick Wilmerding.
Thank you,
Jennifer

On Mon, Nov 12, 2018 at 7:24 PM Jennifer Heggie <jdheggie@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Jeanie,
Please see attached my letter for scoping. 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues.
Regards,
Jennifer

-- 
Jennifer Heggie
jdheggie@gmail.com

mailto:jdheggie@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kirk Palmer
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); board@westwoodpark.com
Subject: Public input on scope and content of environmental-impact analysis and info for proposed Balboa Reservoir

Project
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 1:45:41 PM
Attachments: 2018-007883ENV_Input_Community.pdf

 

Dear Ms. Poling / Planning Department (cc: Board of Supervisors, Westwood Park Assoc.),

Attached please find our input on the proposed project, and associated EIR, known by the
reference Case Number of 2018-007883ENV.

Thank you for your attention & help,
Kirk Palmer & Miriam Vu
1405 Plymouth Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
415 452-9263.

mailto:kirkpalmer@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board@westwoodpark.com



      Kirk Palmer & Miriam Vu 
      1405 Plymouth Avenue 
      San Francisco, CA 94112 
      November 11, 2018 
 
 
Ms. Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Via electronic mail to jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 
cc:  Supervisor Norman Yee, Direct of SF Planning John Rahaim, Board of Supervisors, Westwood Park 
Association 
 
Re:  Case Number 2018-007883ENV (Balboa Reservoir Project) – Scope and Content of Environmental 
Impact Analysis 
 
 
Dear Planning Department, 
 
Thank you for taking the time and effort to conduct a comprehensive EIR of this important proposed 
development and for soliciting – and incorporating – input from the local community in determining 
what physical-environmental impacts of the project need to be considered / addressed before any final 
proposal may be approved.   We are long-time San Franciscans and long-time (and happy) residents of 
the local neighborhood, having lived in Westwood Park for the last 19 years.  We welcome thoughtful, 
productive, and appropriate development into our wonderful little corner of the city – but, 
understandably, are keen to ensure that new projects do not come with large negative, unintended 
consequences. 
 
While the specific suggestions in this letter are strictly our own, we have talked with many of our 
neighbors and attended meetings that have brought out hundreds of community members to discuss 
the proposed development of the site.  We believe that there is broad agreement among residents of 
Westwood Park, Westwood Highlands, Sunnyside, and Ingleside on a number of points: 


● San Francisco is in need of additional housing, and some of it should be on this site; 


● Especially, the city needs below-market-rate housing, and a substantial fraction of the units in 
any Balboa-Reservoir development should be dedicated to this purpose; 


● New housing should be “transit-friendly;” i.e., housing should be preferentially located near to 
public transit and public-transit infrastructure and service should be improved in order to lessen 
needs for car use, especially in the case of larger-scale projects. 


 
In short, we are strongly in favor of developing the Balboa-Reservoir site to provide additional housing, 
with a high percentage of that being dedicated to below-market units.  And, we are confident that a 
majority of our neighbors share this view. 
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That said, there are a number of specifics about the current proposal that are deeply troubling.  This 
project could become a disaster for the area – and the city – if it is not carefully rethought and managed.  
While we detail below each of our precise concerns, many of them can be traced back to the high and 
jarringly anomalous (for this part of SF) density of units currently proposed for this site.  By way of 
comparison, Westwood Park consists of approximately 650 units on ~100 acres of land, and Sunnyside 
has similar density.  The Balboa-Reservoir property is 17 acres in total—if 1100 units were to be built on 
the site, this would represent a density that is ballpark ten times greater than current housing. 
 
Of course, density in and of itself is not necessarily a problem, nor – specific to an EIR – is it directly a 
negative impact on the physical environment.  However, when one considers the roads, parking, transit, 
architectural environment, natural lighting, and lines-of-sight/views in the existing surrounding 
community, it is manifest that the current proposal carries serious and insurmountable flaws.  It is 
critical that the EIR of this proposal examine each of the following vital, and potentially disastrous, 
consequences in detail.  Without modification/redress, no proposal should be approved. 
 
Traffic – Ocean Avenue is a critical route of access for cars entering or leaving a broad swath of south-
central San Francisco (West Portal, St. Francis Woods, Balboa Park, Ingleside, Westwood Park, 
Westwood Highlands, Sunnyside, and more).   Interstate 280 has busy (already congested) entrances 
nearby on Ocean Avenue and at Geneva Avenue.  Residents, together with students and employees of 
SF City College, driving to/from 280 – or simply traveling within the city via vital local corridors such as 
Mission Street, Geneva, Alemany Boulevard, and San Jose Avenue – face back-ups along Ocean Avenue 
each weekday morning and evening (and, increasingly, at other times as well).  If 1100 units were added 
to the area, hundreds or thousands of additional vehicles would be unleashed onto already over-
crowded roads.  Environmental consequences would be negative and severe as pollution and 
greenhouse-gas emissions would spike.  Of course, there would be a concomitant rise in wasted time, 
frustration, accidents, and violence (I have witnessed fights already on my own too narrow and overly 
utilized Plymouth Avenue during rush hour).  Public-transportation improvements could mitigate (some) 
of these consequences but if, and only if, improved routes, vehicles, and services are actually put into 
place prior to occupancy of new construction.  It is not enough to point to potential/theoretical 
improvement to BART and Muni and suggest they will minimize the problems.  Unless, specific 
improvements are proposed, approved, funded, and completed, public transit will remain a woefully 
inadequate option in the region. 
 
Parking – City College currently utilizes much of the Balboa Reservoir property for parking and, even 
with that, there is a substantial shortfall in CC parking capacity.  Dozens, if not hundreds, of cars 
associated with campus visits are regularly to be found on the streets of both Sunnyside and Westwood 
Park (and probably further afield as well).  While the proposed development would bring hundreds of 
additional cars to the area it would also diminish City-College parking stock by over 1000 spaces.  The 
math just doesn’t work.  The currently proposed project would push an inordinately large number of 
vehicles onto narrow, congested residential streets further ensnarling traffic, polluting the area, and 
making life more difficult and less appealing for local residents.  The current proposal even has the 
audacity to incorporate fewer spaces on site than would be used by the vehicles kept by the site’s 
residential occupants.  Even if the City-College parking problem could be magically solved, the proposed 
development would itself cause/exacerbate local parking difficulties...and associated environmental 
impacts. 
 
Character of the Neighborhood – Residents of this area have a right to have new development 
regulated so as to be consistent/harmonious with existing structures.  Neighborhoods adjacent to the 







Reservoir have historic, charming, and distinctive style.  Indeed, in 1995 Westwood Park became the 
city’s first Residential Character District, providing legal protection to local architectural integrity.  The 
650+ arts-and-crafts-style bungalows of the neighborhood are a treasure; any building nearby must 
respect and cohere with this vital SF resource.  Failure to ensure harmonious development would lessen 
the beauty, character, value, and quality of life for residents of the beloved neighborhood. 
 
Skylines and Views – An ancillary benefit of the current, coherent development across this part of the 
city, are near-universal, spectacular views of the city and of the open sky.  Almost without exception, 
residential and commercial structures in this section of the city are limited in height to at most a few 
floors.  Indeed, the vast majority of homes are single-story.  Residents, together with local businesses’ 
employees and patrons, enjoy excellent natural light as well as pleasing views of the sky and horizon 
almost everywhere they look.  To the best of our knowledge, there currently are no buildings taller than 
50’ within a mile or so of the Reservoir.  A single three-floor apartment building at 1344 Ocean Avenue is 
the only long-standing structure anywhere nearby that is even more than two stories tall.  
Unfortunately, recent and decidedly uncharacteristic development in the 1200 block of Ocean has 
exceeded that height.  Negative consequences in terms of a dark corridor of reduced light and visibility 
are manifest there, and while many are grateful for the market and restaurants that have opened, the 
quality and character of these buildings are widely disliked (or loathed). 
 
Quality of Construction – The vast majority of buildings (residential and otherwise) in this part of the 
city are more than 50 years old.  They were built to last and built (and designed) to last well.  They are 
attractive and, with modest maintenance, have not become dilapidated—nor have they gone out of 
style.  Sadly, similar things could not be said about much of the new construction that has been allowed 
in San Francisco in the last decade or two.  Much of the recent construction in the city has come to look 
cheap, tawdry, and downright run-down after only a few years (if it did not already appear that way as 
new construction).  Specifically, Avalon-Bay developed properties on Ocean Avenue, in China Basin, in 
Potrero Hill and elsewhere in SF have exhibited such rapid deterioration (in stylishness and upkeep).    
Buildings that look rundown and those that are rundown, and therefore require maintenance/upkeep 
construction work, degrade the local physical environment both by their unattractiveness and by the 
burden on the neighborhood of having to accommodate the impacts of maintenance construction in the 
area (adding to pollution, traffic, and parking problems each time some work is needed).   
 
Physical Attractiveness – Avalon Bay has been selected as the developer for this project, along with 
BRIDGE Housing Corporation, the former for the market-rate development on site and the latter for the 
below-market-rate component.  Frankly, this in and of itself is extremely disconcerting.  Avalon Bay has 
been responsible for a significant fraction of the major development projects carried out in the city in 
the last decade or two.  In daily life – and in researching the potential consequences of the Reservoir 
development – we have examined many of the buildings for which Avalon Bay has been responsible.  
They are, in general, boxy, simplistic, seemingly slap-dash in design and construction, inharmonious with 
their surroundings, and prone to overly rapid deterioration in appearance/upkeep.  While one might be 
tempted to dismiss such perspective as being wholly subjective, it is interesting to note that Avalon Bay 
themselves agree with this appraisal.  At a public meeting between selected developers and the 
residents of Westwood Park and Sunnyside (held at Archbishop Riordan High School on May 23, 2018), a 
resident asked whether the below-market housing planned for the Balboa Reservoir site would be 
attractive.  The project supervisor who was there from Avalon Bay answered the question by saying:  
“Honestly, BRIDGE Housing builds better looking buildings than we do at Avalon.”  In light of this 
chilling declaration, it is of utmost importance that the EIR for this proposal consider the physical 
attractiveness (and negative consequence of potentially unattractive development) among its analyses. 







 
Once again, we wish to thank the Department for its considered and careful attention to the proposed 
development at Balboa Reservoir.   We would love to see appropriate, attractive, high-quality residential 
construction on the property.  Your analysis and the department/city’s management of any eventual 
final design and construction, however, will be of vital importance to ensure that the end result is a 
positive benefit to the community and the city rather than a burden, eyesore, and detriment.  There is 
political will to build needed housing in this city.  That is fantastic; but, there needs to be equally strong 
will to regulate and manage development so that it is of the quality and attractiveness that will serve the 
city well for many years to come.   
 
San Francisco is a special place; it is beautiful and a wonderful place to live.  Our own corner of the city 
certainly meets (or exceeds) that general description.  We are also a diverse neighborhood that includes 
people of various ethnicities, income levels, and ages.  We are pleased to have a higher percentage of 
residents who are middle-aged to elderly than do most neighborhoods in SF.  The wisdom, memory, and 
experience of this population are a value to us all.  That said, this is a group that is less able, on average, 
to rely on bicycle, foot, or public transit than are the much younger people who are super-majority 
residents elsewhere.  Please, give special consideration to the impacts of traffic, pollution, and other 
negative consequences of ill-conceived development on these valued community members, lest we 
further challenge them in their desire to continuing living in, and contributing to, San Francisco. 
 
 
      Thank you and best regards, 
 
 
      Kirk Palmer & Miriam Vu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







      Kirk Palmer & Miriam Vu 
      1405 Plymouth Avenue 
      San Francisco, CA 94112 
      November 11, 2018 
 
 
Ms. Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Via electronic mail to jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 
cc:  Supervisor Norman Yee, Direct of SF Planning John Rahaim, Board of Supervisors, Westwood Park 
Association 
 
Re:  Case Number 2018-007883ENV (Balboa Reservoir Project) – Scope and Content of Environmental 
Impact Analysis 
 
 
Dear Planning Department, 
 
Thank you for taking the time and effort to conduct a comprehensive EIR of this important proposed 
development and for soliciting – and incorporating – input from the local community in determining 
what physical-environmental impacts of the project need to be considered / addressed before any final 
proposal may be approved.   We are long-time San Franciscans and long-time (and happy) residents of 
the local neighborhood, having lived in Westwood Park for the last 19 years.  We welcome thoughtful, 
productive, and appropriate development into our wonderful little corner of the city – but, 
understandably, are keen to ensure that new projects do not come with large negative, unintended 
consequences. 
 
While the specific suggestions in this letter are strictly our own, we have talked with many of our 
neighbors and attended meetings that have brought out hundreds of community members to discuss 
the proposed development of the site.  We believe that there is broad agreement among residents of 
Westwood Park, Westwood Highlands, Sunnyside, and Ingleside on a number of points: 

● San Francisco is in need of additional housing, and some of it should be on this site; 

● Especially, the city needs below-market-rate housing, and a substantial fraction of the units in 
any Balboa-Reservoir development should be dedicated to this purpose; 

● New housing should be “transit-friendly;” i.e., housing should be preferentially located near to 
public transit and public-transit infrastructure and service should be improved in order to lessen 
needs for car use, especially in the case of larger-scale projects. 

 
In short, we are strongly in favor of developing the Balboa-Reservoir site to provide additional housing, 
with a high percentage of that being dedicated to below-market units.  And, we are confident that a 
majority of our neighbors share this view. 
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That said, there are a number of specifics about the current proposal that are deeply troubling.  This 
project could become a disaster for the area – and the city – if it is not carefully rethought and managed.  
While we detail below each of our precise concerns, many of them can be traced back to the high and 
jarringly anomalous (for this part of SF) density of units currently proposed for this site.  By way of 
comparison, Westwood Park consists of approximately 650 units on ~100 acres of land, and Sunnyside 
has similar density.  The Balboa-Reservoir property is 17 acres in total—if 1100 units were to be built on 
the site, this would represent a density that is ballpark ten times greater than current housing. 
 
Of course, density in and of itself is not necessarily a problem, nor – specific to an EIR – is it directly a 
negative impact on the physical environment.  However, when one considers the roads, parking, transit, 
architectural environment, natural lighting, and lines-of-sight/views in the existing surrounding 
community, it is manifest that the current proposal carries serious and insurmountable flaws.  It is 
critical that the EIR of this proposal examine each of the following vital, and potentially disastrous, 
consequences in detail.  Without modification/redress, no proposal should be approved. 
 
Traffic – Ocean Avenue is a critical route of access for cars entering or leaving a broad swath of south-
central San Francisco (West Portal, St. Francis Woods, Balboa Park, Ingleside, Westwood Park, 
Westwood Highlands, Sunnyside, and more).   Interstate 280 has busy (already congested) entrances 
nearby on Ocean Avenue and at Geneva Avenue.  Residents, together with students and employees of 
SF City College, driving to/from 280 – or simply traveling within the city via vital local corridors such as 
Mission Street, Geneva, Alemany Boulevard, and San Jose Avenue – face back-ups along Ocean Avenue 
each weekday morning and evening (and, increasingly, at other times as well).  If 1100 units were added 
to the area, hundreds or thousands of additional vehicles would be unleashed onto already over-
crowded roads.  Environmental consequences would be negative and severe as pollution and 
greenhouse-gas emissions would spike.  Of course, there would be a concomitant rise in wasted time, 
frustration, accidents, and violence (I have witnessed fights already on my own too narrow and overly 
utilized Plymouth Avenue during rush hour).  Public-transportation improvements could mitigate (some) 
of these consequences but if, and only if, improved routes, vehicles, and services are actually put into 
place prior to occupancy of new construction.  It is not enough to point to potential/theoretical 
improvement to BART and Muni and suggest they will minimize the problems.  Unless, specific 
improvements are proposed, approved, funded, and completed, public transit will remain a woefully 
inadequate option in the region. 
 
Parking – City College currently utilizes much of the Balboa Reservoir property for parking and, even 
with that, there is a substantial shortfall in CC parking capacity.  Dozens, if not hundreds, of cars 
associated with campus visits are regularly to be found on the streets of both Sunnyside and Westwood 
Park (and probably further afield as well).  While the proposed development would bring hundreds of 
additional cars to the area it would also diminish City-College parking stock by over 1000 spaces.  The 
math just doesn’t work.  The currently proposed project would push an inordinately large number of 
vehicles onto narrow, congested residential streets further ensnarling traffic, polluting the area, and 
making life more difficult and less appealing for local residents.  The current proposal even has the 
audacity to incorporate fewer spaces on site than would be used by the vehicles kept by the site’s 
residential occupants.  Even if the City-College parking problem could be magically solved, the proposed 
development would itself cause/exacerbate local parking difficulties...and associated environmental 
impacts. 
 
Character of the Neighborhood – Residents of this area have a right to have new development 
regulated so as to be consistent/harmonious with existing structures.  Neighborhoods adjacent to the 



Reservoir have historic, charming, and distinctive style.  Indeed, in 1995 Westwood Park became the 
city’s first Residential Character District, providing legal protection to local architectural integrity.  The 
650+ arts-and-crafts-style bungalows of the neighborhood are a treasure; any building nearby must 
respect and cohere with this vital SF resource.  Failure to ensure harmonious development would lessen 
the beauty, character, value, and quality of life for residents of the beloved neighborhood. 
 
Skylines and Views – An ancillary benefit of the current, coherent development across this part of the 
city, are near-universal, spectacular views of the city and of the open sky.  Almost without exception, 
residential and commercial structures in this section of the city are limited in height to at most a few 
floors.  Indeed, the vast majority of homes are single-story.  Residents, together with local businesses’ 
employees and patrons, enjoy excellent natural light as well as pleasing views of the sky and horizon 
almost everywhere they look.  To the best of our knowledge, there currently are no buildings taller than 
50’ within a mile or so of the Reservoir.  A single three-floor apartment building at 1344 Ocean Avenue is 
the only long-standing structure anywhere nearby that is even more than two stories tall.  
Unfortunately, recent and decidedly uncharacteristic development in the 1200 block of Ocean has 
exceeded that height.  Negative consequences in terms of a dark corridor of reduced light and visibility 
are manifest there, and while many are grateful for the market and restaurants that have opened, the 
quality and character of these buildings are widely disliked (or loathed). 
 
Quality of Construction – The vast majority of buildings (residential and otherwise) in this part of the 
city are more than 50 years old.  They were built to last and built (and designed) to last well.  They are 
attractive and, with modest maintenance, have not become dilapidated—nor have they gone out of 
style.  Sadly, similar things could not be said about much of the new construction that has been allowed 
in San Francisco in the last decade or two.  Much of the recent construction in the city has come to look 
cheap, tawdry, and downright run-down after only a few years (if it did not already appear that way as 
new construction).  Specifically, Avalon-Bay developed properties on Ocean Avenue, in China Basin, in 
Potrero Hill and elsewhere in SF have exhibited such rapid deterioration (in stylishness and upkeep).    
Buildings that look rundown and those that are rundown, and therefore require maintenance/upkeep 
construction work, degrade the local physical environment both by their unattractiveness and by the 
burden on the neighborhood of having to accommodate the impacts of maintenance construction in the 
area (adding to pollution, traffic, and parking problems each time some work is needed).   
 
Physical Attractiveness – Avalon Bay has been selected as the developer for this project, along with 
BRIDGE Housing Corporation, the former for the market-rate development on site and the latter for the 
below-market-rate component.  Frankly, this in and of itself is extremely disconcerting.  Avalon Bay has 
been responsible for a significant fraction of the major development projects carried out in the city in 
the last decade or two.  In daily life – and in researching the potential consequences of the Reservoir 
development – we have examined many of the buildings for which Avalon Bay has been responsible.  
They are, in general, boxy, simplistic, seemingly slap-dash in design and construction, inharmonious with 
their surroundings, and prone to overly rapid deterioration in appearance/upkeep.  While one might be 
tempted to dismiss such perspective as being wholly subjective, it is interesting to note that Avalon Bay 
themselves agree with this appraisal.  At a public meeting between selected developers and the 
residents of Westwood Park and Sunnyside (held at Archbishop Riordan High School on May 23, 2018), a 
resident asked whether the below-market housing planned for the Balboa Reservoir site would be 
attractive.  The project supervisor who was there from Avalon Bay answered the question by saying:  
“Honestly, BRIDGE Housing builds better looking buildings than we do at Avalon.”  In light of this 
chilling declaration, it is of utmost importance that the EIR for this proposal consider the physical 
attractiveness (and negative consequence of potentially unattractive development) among its analyses. 



 
Once again, we wish to thank the Department for its considered and careful attention to the proposed 
development at Balboa Reservoir.   We would love to see appropriate, attractive, high-quality residential 
construction on the property.  Your analysis and the department/city’s management of any eventual 
final design and construction, however, will be of vital importance to ensure that the end result is a 
positive benefit to the community and the city rather than a burden, eyesore, and detriment.  There is 
political will to build needed housing in this city.  That is fantastic; but, there needs to be equally strong 
will to regulate and manage development so that it is of the quality and attractiveness that will serve the 
city well for many years to come.   
 
San Francisco is a special place; it is beautiful and a wonderful place to live.  Our own corner of the city 
certainly meets (or exceeds) that general description.  We are also a diverse neighborhood that includes 
people of various ethnicities, income levels, and ages.  We are pleased to have a higher percentage of 
residents who are middle-aged to elderly than do most neighborhoods in SF.  The wisdom, memory, and 
experience of this population are a value to us all.  That said, this is a group that is less able, on average, 
to rely on bicycle, foot, or public transit than are the much younger people who are super-majority 
residents elsewhere.  Please, give special consideration to the impacts of traffic, pollution, and other 
negative consequences of ill-conceived development on these valued community members, lest we 
further challenge them in their desire to continuing living in, and contributing to, San Francisco. 
 
 
      Thank you and best regards, 
 
 
      Kirk Palmer & Miriam Vu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lisa Anderson
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Paul Anderson
Subject: EIR on Balboa Reservoir
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 2:44:28 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

I am writing on behalf of myself and my husband, Paul Anderson. We were at the EIR input
meeting at Lick school recently. We would like to encourage the city to conduct the EIR forn
5000 units rather than only 1500. 

These projects take years to get approved and perhaps in years to come we will realize that we
need much more housing. 

-Thank you for working on the project and helping to get it built. -Lisa Anderson
46 San Jacinto Way, SF, CA 94127

mailto:lisawanderson57@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:pa94787@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lisa Spinali
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Rita M EVANS; Jennifer Heggie & Ray Kutz; Amy O"Hair
Subject: San Ramon Review in Balboa Reservoir EIR Study
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 9:46:12 PM

 

Dear Jeanie,
I served as chair and Sunnyside rep for the Balboa Reservoir CAC from inception until two
months ago.  One of the items that we discussed frequently was the importance of including
the San Ramon access as a part of the development.  I understand that there has been some
question as to whether this will be included in the EIR.  I hope that it will be as it was clearly
articulated to me that the EIR is about studying the possibilities and this is one possibility that
deserves studying, reviewing and including in the EIR.  My apologies for the delay in getting
this feedback to you.  I have been travelling (am actually in New York as I write this to you on
the deadline day.)  If you would like to discuss further, I would be more than happy to do so. 
The success of this project requires cooperation, collaboration and transparency.  Not
including San Ramon access would be in opposition of these values and approach to the work.
Sincerely,
Lisa

-- 
...................................
Lisa Spinali
lisa.spinali@gmail.com
415.706.3870

mailto:lisa.spinali@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:emily.lesk@sfgov.org
mailto:jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org
mailto:rita.evans@berkeley.edu
mailto:jdheggie@gmail.com
mailto:secretary.sunnyside@gmail.com
mailto:lisa.spinali@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Madeline Mueller
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, case # 2018 - 007883 ENV
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 3:31:55 PM

 

Jeanie Poling
San Francisco Planning Department

Dear Ms Poling

Please enter the following into the administrative record for Balboa Reservoir.

San Francisco is listed as a city with housing more dense than Tokyo and Hong Kong. In
America, San Francisco is second in density only to New York City. The proposed housing
project for the lower Balboa  Reservoir  would have housing five times more dense than the
surrounding  area. 
Thirty years ago a similar proposal involving a smaller number of housing units  on the
Reservoir site was rejected by San Francisco voters. One of the major concerns for housing at
the site came from the fire department. The Chief had many reasons  to not recommend
housing in the Balboa Reservoir, citing conditions which have become even more  dangerous
over the years.

  Increasing drought and the extreme winds coming  through the reservoir gulch  make a 
perfect storm for the type of fires that we now see devastating entire towns in California. The
situation was dire before and now it's impossible to overstate the fire danger involving that
particular basin (and all surrounding  neighborhoods ), a basin which is being proposed for
impossibly dense housing. The lack of immediate water sources made and still makes the
situation very bad. We've all seen what fires fed by strong horizontal winds, minus enough
water, can do to houses and buildings.

 The recent MUB building at City College  and soon-to-be-built Performing Arts Education
Center  on the college portion of the reservoir use geothermal energy sources. Has there been
research on the compatibility  of the college's system with other projects ?

 It should be obvious that proposing  an  unsafe density of housing units next to one of the
largest and most successful Community Colleges in the State is not appropriate. It was wrong
30 years ago and it's wrong now.
 The  sheer noise factor of thousands of new residents warehoused next to a college with a
daily enrollment the size of a small city makes the educational environment totally
compromised. Plus, traffic gridlock in an area, already at the most negative level possible,
would with a large  additional population pose tremendous problems (and dangers!) to both
the college and all of the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is not "transit rich", it is"'transit
gridlocked".

 Also, since over 1,000 units of affordable  student parking ( available  via PUC leases to
CCSF since 1958) will be lost under the proposed development, doesn't  it become

mailto:madelinenmueller@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


inappropriate that in order for a commuter school like City College  to survive, it must ask San
Francisco taxpayers to fund parking structures on the college land. This land is already the site
of one of the most densely populated  campuses in the State when comparing the number of
students per acre (and many of these CCSF acres are vertical) ?

 The State Chancellor's office for Community Colleges will not fund parking structures. The
cost must be borne by local residents. So in order to maintain a Community College that adult
learners in San Francisco wish and need, citizens will nqeed to pay hundreds of millions of
dollars via bond measures  for parking structures !
In effect the PUC is being asked to transfer public land to private profit makers while at the
same time charging the public millions of dollars to do so if they wish to maintain their
college ------that truly does not make sense (!)

In reading through the Appendix B , CEQA Checklist, I have noted the following areas that at
the very least must be addressed during a full environmental review. This includes:

Aesthetics, section d
   
Air Quality, all sections 

Community Resources, sections a through h

 Hydrology and Water Quality,
 probably all sections, especially f

 Land Use and Planning, section a

Noise, sections a through d

 Population and Housing, section a

Public Services , entire section  (with the definition of a community college as a governmental
facility)

 Recreation, all sections
 
Transportation/Traffic, all sections 
 (a through g)

 Utilities and Service Systems, all sections (a through g)

Mandatory Findings of Significance,
sections b and c
------------------------

Please include the language  of all the above sections in the scoping requirements  for CEQA.

Thank you, 



Madeline Mueller 
Faculty member and Music Department  Chair, A-44, Room: Arts 209
415 239-3641
mmueller@ccsf.edu 
City College  of San Francisco 
Freda Kahlo  Way  94112

mailto:mmueller@ccsf.edu


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sarah Guttman
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir project
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 9:47:39 AM

 

Dear Ms. Poling, 
 
I attended a recent open house on the Reservoir project, and shared my comments on the overall
design with the project landscape architects.  I am a landscape architect and gardener and have lived
in the neighborhood for 33 years.  I believe the EIR should focus more heavily on considering
planting and habitat.  Instead of a large area of lawn, which in this mostly cold and windy area will
not be used, require a lot of water and chemicals, and provide no cover for birds and other animals,
the project should include many more habitat areas and many more native species to replace the
plants that will be removed in the development of this project.
 
The CNPS has commented extensively and in detail about this, but I would like to add my voice to
the chorus.  There is room for large areas of native and adapted habitat plants in the project, and
they should be included.
 
Thank you.
 
Sarah Guttman
312 Joost Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94131

mailto:sarah.guttman@outlook.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted 
sources.

From: Starchild
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Sonja Trauss; SF Bay Area Renters Federation
Subject: Re: [sfbarentersfed] Re: Balboa Reservoir notice of preparation of an EIR and Oct 30 public scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 3:27:03 PM

 

Dear Ms. Poling,

I second Sonja Trauss's comments. 

If "environmental planning" means anything (noting your job title), it should be about 
allowing more infill development and greater density in already developed areas like cities, 
particularly on sites like this which are near transit and highways, so as to address the housing 
shortage and not create more homelessness or suburban sprawl, both of which put more stress 
on the environment.

Let's have larger buildings with more housing at Balboa Reservoir please!

Love & Liberty,

                                ((( starchild )))

On Nov 11, 2018, at 9:43 PM, Sonja Trauss wrote:

Hi Ms. Poling,

I am writing to comment on the proposed EIR. The two proposed projects are too 
similar to each other (“...1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space 
(1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities) ...”). 

The “higher density” project is only 15% bigger than the lower density project. 
1.3 and 1.5 million sq ft of residential floor space are both medium density 
projects. 

Under CEQA, you have to study different scenarios. 1.3 and 3.9 million sq ft of 
residential would be different scenarios, for instance, because one is twice as 
much housing as the other. 

Thank you,
Sonja Trauss 
603 Natoma St
94103 

mailto:sfdreamer@earthlink.net
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:sonja.trauss@gmail.com
mailto:sfbarentersfed@googlegroups.com


On Wed, Oct 10, 2018 at 12:19 PM Poling, Jeanie (CPC) 
<jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello,

 

The following documents were published today.

Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of a 
Public Scoping Meeting

 

Thank you.

Jeanie Poling

Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

-- 
Sent from a pocket computer

-- 
This list too heavy for you? Join the ANNOUNCEMENTS ONLY list: 
https://groups.google.com/forum/#!forum/sfbarentersfed-announce and 
unsubscribe from this list. Instructions immediately below \/ \/ \/
--- 
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups 
"SFBA Renters Federation" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email 
to SFBArentersfed+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit 
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/SFBArentersfed/CAEMAOD77ASrQbRnPFg
-4QwMAM8JG%3DJPFGj%3DKuHw-k0cPHOdKYg%40mail.gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.com/d/optout.

mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOA_Final_clean.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
https://maps.google.com/?q=1650+Mission+Street,+Suite+400+San+Francisco,+CA+94103&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://groups.google.com/forum/#!forum/sfbarentersfed-announce
mailto:SFBArentersfed+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/SFBArentersfed/CAEMAOD77ASrQbRnPFg-4QwMAM8JG%3DJPFGj%3DKuHw-k0cPHOdKYg%40mail.gmail.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=footer
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/SFBArentersfed/CAEMAOD77ASrQbRnPFg-4QwMAM8JG%3DJPFGj%3DKuHw-k0cPHOdKYg%40mail.gmail.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=footer
https://groups.google.com/d/optout


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Michael Ahrens
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: atheoharis@sbcglobal.net; achensfca@gmail.com; joekoman@att.net; ftblote@sbcglobal.net;

jennylperez@gmail.com; raviks.email@gmail.com; Yee, Norman (BOS); mikeahrens5@gmail.com
Subject: Comments of Westwood Park Association- Scoping- Case No 2018-007883ENV- Balboa Reservoir Proposed

Development- Written Comment Deadline -November 12, 2018
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 8:03:10 AM
Attachments: Comments on Scope of Balboa Reservior EIR.pdf

 

Jeanie:

Attached please find the Scoping Letter of the Westwood Park Association.   Please confirm
today’s receipt of this Scoping Letter.  Also, if there is any problem in transmission, please let
me know.  Last, if you have any questions about our comments on scoping, please contact me.
 Thank you.

Mike Ahrens
President, Westwood Park Association

mailto:mikeahrens5@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:atheoharis@sbcglobal.net
mailto:achensfca@gmail.com
mailto:joekoman@att.net
mailto:ftblote@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jennylperez@gmail.com
mailto:raviks.email@gmail.com
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:mikeahrens5@gmail.com
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WESTWCIDD PARK~ 
Via Electronic Mail 

November 12, 2018 

Jeanie Poling 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Written Comments of Westwood Park Association regarding Scope 
of EIR for Proposed Balboa Reservoir Project 
Case No: 2018-007883ENV 
Meeting Date: October 30, 2018 
Written Comment Deadline: November 12, 2018 

Dear Ms. Poling: 

The Westwood Park Association ("WPA") represents the interests of the 
residents of the Westwood Park Community that was developed 100 years 
ago in 1918 and directly adjoins the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project 
("Project"). Westwood Park is a unique neighborhood that has been 
designated as a "Residential Character District" under Section 244 of the 
Planning Code in order to protect its character. Any proposed development 
for the Balboa Reservoir Site must take into consideration of the "special 
building forms and natural characteristic of the adjacent Westwood Park 
Residential Character District". 

This letter constitutes the written comments of the WPA regarding the 
proposed scope of the EIR for the Project. It is WPA's understanding that the 
purpose of the scoping meeting is to receive public comments on the scope 
of the EIR for the Project. 

Westwood Park Association, 236 West Portal Ave., #770, San Francisco, CA 94127 
(415) 333-1125 www .westwoodparksf.org email: board@westwoodpark.com 



1. Project Description 
The October 10, 2017 Notice of Preparation ("Notice") states that one of the 
purposes of the EIR is to analyze two alternative Project options: the 
"Developer's Proposed Option of 1,100 housing units" and the "Additional 
Housing Option of 1,550 housing units". However, on page 10 of the Notice, 
the Project Description states that the Developer's Proposed Option will study 
a range of 800 to 1,300 housing units (a difference of 500 units) and the 
associated footnote states that the 800 unit proposal may be analyzed as a 
reduced density alternative. Since this is a Project EIR and not a program EIR, 
WPA requests that the project to be analyzed in the EIR be revised to be a 
Project with 1,100 units and three alternatives: a. The Reduced Density 
Alternative with two variants; b. The Increased Density Alternative with three 
variants; and, c. The mandatory No Project Alternative. A definitive Project 
housing unit number will provide the baseline to allow comparison of the 
impact of the baseline project with 1,100 housing units and the alternatives 
that range of from 500 to 1,950 additional housing units on our 
neighborhood. 

2. Alternatives to be Analyzed 
WPA requests that the following Alternatives, in addition to the mandatory 
No Project Alternative and any other alternatives being considered by the 
Department be analyzed in the EIR. 

A. Reduced Density Alternative: This alternative will have two variants - a 
500 unit variant and a 800 unit variant. 

(1)500 unit Variant with a maximum height of 50': 1 This variant is 
consistent with the Parameters approved by the Balboa Reservoir 
Citizens Advisory Committee. 

(2)The 800 unit Variant is one suggested in Footnote 10 in the Notice. 
However, the maximum height limit for the Project should be no more 

1 One of the three developers who responded to the Requests for Proposal was Related 
Companies that has a maximum height of 50'. In discussion with the Westwood Park 

Community, Related acknowledged that a 500 unit development is financially feasible. 

2 



than 65' and a 40' height maximum height limit for Blocks B, D, G and I. 
Additionally, Blocks THl and TH2 should include a landscaped open 
space along the west property line. 

Both variants would reduce impact on traffic, be compatible with the 
adjoining neighborhoods and still provide needed housing to the City when 
compared with the higher density alternative. 

B. Increased Density Alternative: This alternative will have three variants -
a 1,300 unit variant which is the maximum density of the Developer's 
Proposed Project and a 1,550 unit variant which is referred to as the 
Additional Housing Option proposed by the City. WPA also suggests that a 
cumulative housing development that would include housing for CCSF 
teachers on the adjacent property owned by CCSF be added so that the EIR 
will analyze the cumulative impact of the maximum number of housing units 
being proposed between CCSF and the City. Additionally, all the variants in 
this Alternative should eliminate the Pedestrian Passage "Paseo" shown on 
Figures 6 and 7. Creation of this pedestrian passage "Paseo" to connect with 
San Ramon Way serves no purpose in that the residents residing to the west 
of the Project have multiple vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle access to Ocean 
Avenue. See Figure 2. of Notice. The variants that are requested to be 
analyzed under this Increased Density Alternative are therefore the following: 

(1) 1,300 Unit Variant: The upper limit of the study proposed by the 
Developer. 

(2) 1,550 Unit Variant: The City's Additional Housing Option. 
(3) The Additional Housing Option plus the 400 housing units proposed by 

CCSF for teachers on the eastern portion of the CCSF Campus bringing 
the total number housing units to 1,950 units.2 

2 This would include construction of housing units or other institutional use on land under 

the jurisdiction of CCSF that is not subject to the City Planning Code. It is important that 

the Project EIR include analysis of cumulative projects adjacent to the project site, such 

as CCSF's potential project for teacher housing, as part of its analysis of various topics, 

esoeciallv traffic and oarking impacts. 

3 



C. The Mandatory No Project Alternative: Under the legally required No 
Project Alternative, the Project Site will remain unchanged. This Alternative 
will be based on CCSF's use of the Balboa Reservoir Site that was advocated 
by: 

(1) The Academic Senate of CCSF, who unanimously passed a resolution in 
late 2017 stating that public land should not be used for development; 
and 

(2) The Facilities Committee of CCSF passed a unanimous resolution on 
November 27, 2017, requesting the "Board of Trustees to re-examine 
the entire concept of the Balboa Reservoir Project because of the grave 
and permanent damage that would be done to CCSF and the larger 
community that surrounds it, especially when there are clear and 
demonstrable alternatives to such development." 

This Alternative would retain the property owned by SFPUC for future public 
use. In this case, using public property by private real estate developers for 
profit is not appropriate when this property is adjacent to CCSF that will 
expand in order to meet the future needs of the City residents. 

3. Transportation/Circulation 
CEQA no longer requires analysis of parking, and mandate the use of vehicular 
miles travel ("VMT") in lieu of the use of the Level of Service ("LOS") 
methodology to analysis transportation impacts of a proposed project 
beginning in 2019. However, parking should be analyzed to provide 
information to the public. CCSF's students, teachers and staff use the Project 
Site for off-street parking. Many CCSF Students work full time and/or split 
shifts, attend classes during hours which they are available and must use their 
own car in order to get to class on time. Currently, there are 1,007 parking 
spaces in the Project Site. In addition, there are currently 500 parking spaces 
on the CCSF owned Eastern portion of the reservoir which will be lost to the 
Performing Arts Center and/or the proposed 400 units for teachers. 
Reduction of the number of parking spaces available to CCSF students, staff 
and teachers must be analyzed. 

The Project's impact on public transportation should include its impact on 
MUNI lines serving CCSF and the nearby areas. We have been informed by 

4 



individuals familiar with current traffic problems facing Muni Lines K, 8, 9, 29, 
and 43, especially at the intersection of the Access Road and Frida Kah lo Way 
which is adjacent to Archbishop Riordan High School and the intersection of 
Lee and Ocean Avenues which could be exasperated by this project. (See 
figure 8 of Notice). 

4. Conclusion 
It is clear that the scope of the Project EIR is inadequate and must be amended 
in order to fully analyze all of the potentially adverse effects of the project 
and include all the alternatives and variants discussed above. Thank you for 
your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

D PARK ASSOCIATION 

MicRael Ahrens, President 

cc: Anita Theoharis, Director of WPA 
Anne Chen, Director of WPA 
Joe Koman, Director of WPA 
Francine Lofrano, Director of WPA 
Jenny Perez, Director of WPA 
Ravi Krishnaswamy, Director of WPA 
Norman Yee, Supervisor, District 7 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Yonathan
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 5:00:09 PM

 

Dear Jeanie Poling,

This in in response to the Notice of Preparation of the Balboa Reservoir EIR.

1. Please study a high-rise alternative with thousands of units

I believe that there is a disconnect between the city’s objectives in the project and the scoping
parameters of the EIR. In particular, the EIR should study alternatives to the project that
maximize the resource intensity.

According to CEQA Guidelines: Project Description (CCR §15124(b)), the EIR must contain
“A statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate
in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.” (emphasis added)

So what are the objectives of the project? Here is a brief history of the Balboa Park Reservoir
project over the past 10 years:

The 2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan Objective 4.1 reads, “Maximize opportunities
for residential infill throughout the plan area,” (emphasis added) and specifically
regarding the Reservoir, Objective 4.4 reads, “consider housing as a primary component
to any development on the reservoir.”
The 2014 Housing Element identified the Balboa Reservoir as an Opportunity Site on
Public Land
2014 the Mayor identified the Balboa Reservoir as a site for the Public Land for
Housing Program (formerly Public Sites Portfolio), whose purpose is to “maximize
their use and opportunities for public benefit”.
The Balboa Reservoir Community Action Committee’s Housing Principle 1(b) (in
the Principles and Parameters) requests to “Maximize the amount of affordable
housing” on the reservoir
At the Land Use Committee on 3/12/2018, Supervisor Malia Cohen requested that the
EIR include an alternative up to “5,000 [units] to understand the full range” (SF
Examiner)

And what are the constraints on the scale of the project?

The 2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan EIR only studied the effect of 500 units on the
Balboa Reservoir
The Community Action Committee’s Urban Design Guidelines Principle 2(c) (in

mailto:yonathan@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IB614F0C0D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1983-Balboa_Park_Station_Area_Plan_v2.pdf
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
https://sf-planning.org/public-land-housing-formerly-public-sites-portfolio
https://sf-planning.org/public-land-housing-formerly-public-sites-portfolio
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/balboareservoir_CAC_Complete_Parameters_Clean.pdf
http://www.sfexaminer.com/balboa-reservoir-housing-project-opponents-launch-ballot-measure/
http://www.sfexaminer.com/balboa-reservoir-housing-project-opponents-launch-ballot-measure/
https://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs


the Principles and Parameters) requests heights of up to 65ft, and Housing principles
1(b) requests a minimum number of market rate compared to deed-restricted units.

It is clear that the citywide objective of the Balboa Reservoir project is to maximize the
amount of housing that it can provide. On the other hand, the CAC (which is the community’s
“clearinghouse for community input” (Ordinance 45-15) and is advisory only) has concerns
about aesthetic, parking, and traffic impacts. The EIR should study the entire range of
alternatives; limiting its scope of the EIR because of concerns about local impacts is putting
the cart before the horse.

According to the Notice of Preparation of the EIR, “The second is the Additional Housing
Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the San
Francisco General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in
transit-rich neighborhoods”. A “maximize”d alternative should include several thousands of
housing units and includes high-rises (e.g. 15 or 20 stories), not just 8 stories. If we claim to
care about the housing crisis, we should study the effects of all options that are technologically
and financially feasible.

2. Please separate the effect of housing from the effect of parking

The “Additional Housing Option” differs from the “Developer’s Proposed Option” in both
number of housing units and number of parking spaces. In the comparison of impacts, please
include how each impact differs when only one of these variables changes (e.g. the partial
derivative of Vehicle Miles Traveled with respect to number of housing units only).

3. Please include environmental benefits of more housing alternative

The Balboa Reservoir is probably the largest transit-oriented development that is near a BART
station in San Francisco for the foreseeable future. Please include in the analysis the
opportunity cost of not maximizing the number of housing units in the No Project Alternative
and Developer Proposed alternatives, as studied by the MTC and ABAG in Plan Bay Area.

Thank you
Yonathan

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/balboareservoir_CAC_Complete_Parameters_Clean.pdf
https://sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances15/o0045-15.pdf
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Yonathan
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir EIR Scoping
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 5:03:36 PM

 

I meant “housing intensity” not “resource intensity”

On Mon, Nov 12, 2018 at 4:59 PM Yonathan <yonathan@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Jeanie Poling,

This in in response to the Notice of Preparation of the Balboa Reservoir EIR.

1. Please study a high-rise alternative with thousands of units

I believe that there is a disconnect between the city’s objectives in the project and the
scoping parameters of the EIR. In particular, the EIR should study alternatives to the project
that maximize the resource intensity.

According to CEQA Guidelines: Project Description (CCR §15124(b)), the EIR must
contain “A statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written
statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or
a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should
include the underlying purpose of the project.” (emphasis added)

So what are the objectives of the project? Here is a brief history of the Balboa Park
Reservoir project over the past 10 years:

The 2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan Objective 4.1 reads, “Maximize
opportunities for residential infill throughout the plan area,” (emphasis added) and
specifically regarding the Reservoir, Objective 4.4 reads, “consider housing as a
primary component to any development on the reservoir.”
The 2014 Housing Element identified the Balboa Reservoir as an Opportunity Site on
Public Land
2014 the Mayor identified the Balboa Reservoir as a site for the Public Land for
Housing Program (formerly Public Sites Portfolio), whose purpose is to “maximize
their use and opportunities for public benefit”.
The Balboa Reservoir Community Action Committee’s Housing Principle 1(b) (in
the Principles and Parameters) requests to “Maximize the amount of affordable
housing” on the reservoir
At the Land Use Committee on 3/12/2018, Supervisor Malia Cohen requested that the
EIR include an alternative up to “5,000 [units] to understand the full range” (SF
Examiner)

And what are the constraints on the scale of the project?

mailto:yonathan@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:yonathan@gmail.com
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2018-10-10_NOP_Final_clean_signed.pdf
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IB614F0C0D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1983-Balboa_Park_Station_Area_Plan_v2.pdf
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
https://sf-planning.org/public-land-housing-formerly-public-sites-portfolio
https://sf-planning.org/public-land-housing-formerly-public-sites-portfolio
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/balboareservoir_CAC_Complete_Parameters_Clean.pdf
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http://www.sfexaminer.com/balboa-reservoir-housing-project-opponents-launch-ballot-measure/


The 2009 Balboa Park Station Area Plan EIR only studied the effect of 500 units on
the Balboa Reservoir
The Community Action Committee’s Urban Design Guidelines Principle 2(c) (in
the Principles and Parameters) requests heights of up to 65ft, and Housing principles
1(b) requests a minimum number of market rate compared to deed-restricted units.

It is clear that the citywide objective of the Balboa Reservoir project is to maximize the
amount of housing that it can provide. On the other hand, the CAC (which is the
community’s “clearinghouse for community input” (Ordinance 45-15) and is advisory only)
has concerns about aesthetic, parking, and traffic impacts. The EIR should study the entire
range of alternatives; limiting its scope of the EIR because of concerns about local impacts
is putting the cart before the horse.

According to the Notice of Preparation of the EIR, “The second is the Additional Housing
Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the San
Francisco General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in
transit-rich neighborhoods”. A “maximize”d alternative should include several thousands of
housing units and includes high-rises (e.g. 15 or 20 stories), not just 8 stories. If we claim to
care about the housing crisis, we should study the effects of all options that are
technologically and financially feasible.

2. Please separate the effect of housing from the effect of parking

The “Additional Housing Option” differs from the “Developer’s Proposed Option” in both
number of housing units and number of parking spaces. In the comparison of impacts, please
include how each impact differs when only one of these variables changes (e.g. the partial
derivative of Vehicle Miles Traveled with respect to number of housing units only).

3. Please include environmental benefits of more housing alternative

The Balboa Reservoir is probably the largest transit-oriented development that is near a
BART station in San Francisco for the foreseeable future. Please include in the analysis the
opportunity cost of not maximizing the number of housing units in the No Project
Alternative and Developer Proposed alternatives, as studied by the MTC and ABAG in Plan
Bay Area.

Thank you
Yonathan

https://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/balboareservoir_CAC_Complete_Parameters_Clean.pdf
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Amy O"Hair
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: Comment regarding scope of EIR for Balboa Reservoir PRoject
Date: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 12:53:06 PM

 

Dear Ms Poling,

I apologize for the tardiness of this comment, I just found it in my Drafts, and I hope that you
are willing it accept it a day late. This is regarding the scope of the Balboa Reservoir Project
Environmental Impact Review.

I wish to join the call from several other Sunnyside residents that vehicular access at San
Ramon Way be included as a variant, as a matter of both equity and practicality. 

Sunnyside residents who have spoken at the Balboa Reservoir CAC meetings over the last
couple of years have rightfully pointed out that traffic impacts from the development will
disproportionately affect Sunnyside streets. This could possibly be offset by having a third
access point at San Ramon Way. Without including this a as a variant, this possibility is
eliminated before even being studied.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Amy O’Hair
Sunnyside resident
432 Flood Avenue
San Francisco CA 94112-1335
_______________
Amy O'Hair
SNA Sunnyside Representative
Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee
sunnyside.balboa.reservoir@gmail.com 

mailto:sunnyside.balboa.reservoir@gmail.com
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:sunnyside.balboa.reservoir@gmail.com


From: Beverly Tharp <beverly@beverlytharp.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:58 AM
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Resevoir

Please do not use the reservoir for private profit land development. 

City College is supposed to have an auditorium and performing arts center!
It has been too long delayed.
People don't trust when they vote for something several times and it never gets built.

The performing arts center plans have won design awards and they are GREEN!

Of course we need housing.
But not at the expense of CCSF.
That would be reprehensible.

Sincerely,

Beverly Tharp

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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