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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Janice Li 
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:29 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Cc: Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Draft Transportation Parameters - SUPPORT

To members of the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee, 
 
First, I want to thank you for your service on the CAC. It is not an easy task that's been handed to you, and I 
deeply appreciate the diligence and care you've all put in to ensure this public process moves forward. 
 
I'm writing to you today regarding the draft transportation parameters on behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle 
Coalition, representing our over-10,000 members who support our work and mission of promoting the bicycle 
for everyday transportation. 
 
While the parameters are being developed specifically for the site at Balboa Reservoir, we realize what an 
important opportunity there is to improve transportation for everyone who passes through here, whether you're a 
bike rider heading to the Excelsior, a student at City College arriving by Muni, a local resident who uses BART 
to go to work downtown or otherwise. The current draft parameters take advantage of that opportunity, and we 
strongly urge the BRCAC to approve them. 
 
As the goal of this site is to provide affordable housing for San Franciscans, the transportation options provided 
must also be affordable. It's important that the draft parameters give benefits to those who take transit, bike or 
walk to get around, which is reflected in Principle #2. 
 
Furthermore, the streets surrounding the site are some of the city's most dangerous -- both Ocean Avenue and 
Geneva Avenue are on the city's High-Injury Network for biking and walking, which represents a small 
percentage of streets where the overwhelming majority of crashes occur resulting in serious injuries or fatalities. 
There is a critical need to ensure development along these corridors are bike-friendly, walkable and connect to 
the major transit hub at Balboa Park Station. The four draft principles do just that, and furthermore, we're 
encouraged to see such strong support for biking throughout the parameters but particularly outlined in #2d. In 
addition to a north-south bike route through the site, we think that there is also ample opportunity to provide an 
east-west bike route as well to parallel Ocean Avenue. 
 
In addition, we're pleased to see #1d, which would create an alternative to crossing Ocean at Phelan via the Lee 
Avenue connection. This project had been funded and was in the works but stalled indefinitely. 
 
We hope that the BRCAC takes a significant step forward and ultimately approves these draft parameters, 
upholding our city's transit-first policy and Vision Zero, the citywide initiative to end all serious injuries and 
fatalities on our streets. We look forward to engaging throughout this process and continuing to find ways that 
affordable housing intersects with well-designed, safe and inviting transportation infrastructure. 
 
Best regards, 
Janice Li 
 
--  
Janice Li 
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(415) 431-2453 x302 
Advocacy Director 
_____________________________ 
 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation 
1720 Market St.  
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 8:40 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; Save CCSF Coalition; Rich, Ken (ECN); 

Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); 
Russell, Rosanna (PUC); CCHO--fernando; PODER; Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Tracy Zhu; Hood, 
Donna (PUC)

Cc: R. Mandelman; Susan Lamb; Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Mormino, Matthias 
(BOS)

Subject: Inappropriate influence on internal CCSF processes

BRCAC, PUC CAC, OEWD, Planning Dept, PUC-- 
 
There are indications that City Staff has been inappropriately participating in internal CCSF processes regarding the SFCCD 
Facilities Master Plan.  This, while at the same time, CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders have been allowed only token 
input and token participation in the Reservoir Project. 
 
The following Written Comment has been submitted to SFCCD Board of Trustees and Administration: 
 
 

WRITTEN COMMENT FOR 4/21/2016 BOT MEETING: 
AGENDA ITEM IV:  NOT ON AGENDA—Balboa Reservoir 

 
CCSF MISSION STATEMENT 
The CCSF Mission Statement states:  “City College of San Francisco belongs to the community and continually strives to provide an 
accessible, affordable, and high quality education to all its students.” 
 
Being primarily a commuter school, the use of public  transit, biking and walking is to be encouraged.  On the other hand, parking for 
CCSF students, faculty and staff needs to be maintained, as well.  Many of our students have to juggle school, work and family 
responsibilities within a constrained time frame.  For those who are not members of the leisure class, travel by public 
transit/biking/walking may not be realistic alternatives. 
 
ACCREDITATION STANDARD III.B PHYSICAL RESOURCES 
Accreditation Standards III.B.1 and III.B.2 requires that “The institution assures…sufficient physical resources [that are] maintained to 
assure access…”  and  “maintains, or replaces its physical resources…to support its programs…and achieve its mission.” 
 
In order to provide accessible education to all its students, CCSF needs to preserve student 
parking.  
 
ACCREDITATION STANDARD IV.C GOVERNING BOARD 
Accreditation Standard IV.C.4 states:  “The governing board is an independent, policy-making body that reflects the public interest in 
the institution’s educational quality.  It advocates for and defends the institution and protects it from undue influence or political 
pressure.” 
It appears that the Mayor’s Office and Planning Department promotion of the Balboa Reservoir Project has placed undue influence and 
political pressure on SFCCD to accede to the Reservoir Project’s plans at the expense of student access to affordable, high-quality 
education. 
 
When I saw City Staff’s 12/4/2015 Principles and Parameters for CCSF, I was struck by this parameter: 

Principle #3: Work with City College and its master planning consultants to ensure that the Balboa Reservoir site plan 
and City College’s forthcoming new Master Plan are well coordinated and complementary.  
 
Draft Parameters: a. Participate actively in City College’s master planning process as a key stakeholder. 
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I was struck by the arrogance of the idea the City Team felt it had the right to “participate actively…as a key stakeholder” in 
what CCSF does.  Yet, on the other hand, the City Team has ignored and sidestepped substantive concerns about the 
Reservoir Project’s adverse impact on CCSF and neighborhood stakeholders. 
 
The CAC process has shown to us, as ordinary citizens, that the City Team is dictating the terms of engagement to CCSF 
and neighborhood stakeholders 
 
INDICATIONS OF UNDUE INFLUENCE  
1.        The City Team (OEWD, Planning) had been meeting secretly with SFCCD Administrative 
staff.  Despite Trustee Davila being a member of the Reservoir CAC, she was not told about the secret 
meetings; 
 
2.       Discredited ex-Chancellor Tyler was put in charge of the the TDM for CCSF.  Ex-Chancellor Tyler 
had no expertise on transportation issues.  This would have allowed the City Team to give an official 
SFCCD imprimatur for OEWD/Planning’s deficient plan for transportation “solutions” to the elimination of 
student parking (not to mention the insufficient parking for its 500 housing units); 
 
3.       A scoring session for the Facilities Master Plan RFP took place on 6/8/2015 (see attached).  The 
purpose of the 6/8/2015 meeting was to choose a consultant for the FMP.  The scoring session was a 
restricted meeting.  Madeline Mueller, Resource member of the Capital Projects Planning Committee, 
was not allowed to attend. 
 
Yet Jeremy Shaw of the Balboa Reservoir Project was allowed to attend, according to the attached 
document: 

“Attendees  were:  Fred  Sturner,  James  Rogers,  Jay  Field,  Athena  Steff  and  Muriel    Parenteau.  Jere
my Shaw from the San Francisco Planning Department attended as an 
observer but did not participate in the scoring.”  
 

It was inappropriate for Jeremy Shaw to have been there because his interests are substantially in 
conflict with CCSF stakeholder interests.  
 
BOT and Administration need to comply with Accreditation Standard IV.C.4 by “advocat[ing] for 
and defend[ing] the institution and protect  it from undue influence or political pressure” from 
Mayor’s Office/Planning Dept. 
 
BOT needs to adopt broad a broad policy statement to guide the Administration in protecting  CCSF 
interests against inappropriate external influence.  Here are some ideas (that I’ve submitted  before)  you 
might want to work with: 
 
         CCSF is the central educational, economic, and cultural focus of the neighborhood.  Its interests cannot be allowed to be 
made secondary to BR Project. 
         CCSF's educational mission makes it a target destination for students, staff, faculty.  This simple fact needs to be 
recognized as being desirable, even if CCSF students drive to school and need parking. 
         Reservoir Project must take responsibility for mitigation of its own significant cumulative impacts on CCSF, traffic and 
parking.  The burden of mitigation should not be shifted onto CCSF and neighborhoods.   
         Current Reservoir student parking is an existing physical condition. This physical reality  cannot be allowed to be 
effectively  ignored by OEWD /Planning.  Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and 
attendance. 
         The "solutions” to circulation, parking, congestion problems proposed by OEWD/Planning cannot be simply based on 
wishful thinking and "creative solutions".  Conjecture and hope is not a solution for student access to education. 
 
    Submitted by: 
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    Alvin Ja, community member 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 9:18 AM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Kelley, Gil (CPC); Rahaim, 

John (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Carlin, Michael 
(PUC); Russell, Rosanna (PUC); BRCAC (ECN)

Cc: SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; Save CCSF Coalition; Low, Jen (BOS); Yee, Norman 
(BOS); Yee,   (BOS); Ronald Gerhard; Steve Bruckman; Marian Lam; Andrew Chandler; 
Gary Moon; Phil Newsom; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Amy Bacharach; Alex Randolph; 
Steve Ngo; John Rizzo; Brigitte Davila; Bouchra Simmons; Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Tracy Zhu; 
Keith Tanner; CCHO--fernando; PODER; pmery@ccsf.edu

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project's relationship to CCSF
Attachments: THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT--FATAL FLAWS.pdf

OEWD, Planning, PUC staff: 
 
You are are scheduled to present the revised CCSF Principles & Parameters to the Reservoir CAC in May. 
 
Despite my comments that the Balboa Reservoir Project has failed to properly assess its impact on the existing 
setting/conditions, this fundamental concern has remained unaddressed and unaccounted for by the the City Team. 
 
CCSF is a public service institution.  The Reservoir Project has failed to assess its impact on this vital public service 
institution.  This failure to fully assess the adverse impact on CCSF and its stakeholders constitutes a fundamental flaw in the 
Balboa Reservoir Project. 
 
The AECOM Balboa Reservoir Study has failed to assess impact on CCSF because: 
 
1.  AECOM misinterpreted the Balboa Station Area Plan/Final EIR as having determined that Reservoir housing would have no 
significant environmental impact; 
 
2.  In a 9/4/2014 communication to AECOM, the Planning Dept told the AECOM Transportation Analyst not to assess parking 
impacts of the Reservoir Project on the surrounding area:   

 "We’d recommend just looking  
at the parking lots.[within Reservoir--aj] ‐‐‐  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 at this stage  
in the game. ‐‐‐ Jeff, please call me if you’d like to  
discuss and we can finish this up this week."  
 

Here is re-submission of my attempt to explain the source of the fundamental flaw in how the Balboa Reservoir Project has 
been set up: 
 

THE ROAD TO THE BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT: 
FATAL FLAWS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

(revised 4/23/2016) 
 

The Balboa Reservoir Project is a project-level sub-section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s 
program-level Final EIR.   
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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.   
 
A program-level EIR allows for early consideration of possible area-wide impacts.  This  minimizes the 
need to  reinvent  the wheel for every project within the BPS Area. 
 
However, 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 Balboa Park Station FEIR which discusses public schools.  No 
reference whatsoever is made to CCSF.   The July 2006 Initial Study and the BPS FEIR are not specific 
enough to deal with impacts of the project-level scale of the Balboa Reservoir Public Lands for Housing 
Project: 
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AECOM BALBOA RESERVOIR  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  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.”   
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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 or documentation contained in the BPS FEIR to merit extension of the “less-
than-significant” determination for  the program-level Area Plan/FEIR to the project-level Balboa 
Reservoir Project. 
 
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 
Sunnyside resident, CCSF lifelong learning student 
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and cumulative impacts of a proposed project on its surrounding physical environment." 
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Submitted by: 

Alvin Ja 

Sunnyside resident 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:03 AM
To: fmp@ccsf.edu; Ronald Gerhard; Marian Lam; Andrew Chandler; Gary Moon; Phil 

Newsom; jjah@ccsf.edu; rchavez@ccsf.edu; Muriel Parenteau; edelacor@ccsf.edu; 
jkelly@ccsf.edu; asteff@ccsf.edu; jrogers@ccsf.edu; jfield@ccsf.edu; taranas@ccsf.edu; 
spugh@ccsf.edu; Steven Brown; Madeline Mueller; pmery@ccsf.edu; Lillian Marrujo-
Duck; Samuel Santos; jtumlin@nelsonnygaard.com; BRCAC (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN); 
Martin, Michael (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Exline, Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); 
Russell, Rosanna (PUC)

Cc: SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; Save CCSF Coalition
Subject: BR Project's Relationship with CCSF:  October 2015 issue of Guardsman

FMP Workgroup, tBP, Nelson Nygaard, BR CAC. City Team: 
 
This is from the 10/2015 issue of the student newspaper  The Guardsman | Have Your Say: What should 
happen to the Balboa Reservoir?: 
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Sarena Williams-Ruiz 

Undecided 
“I think that it is convenient for the students that come here because it is really hard to find parking 

around here.” 
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Nathalie Guillen 

Undecided 
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“I think the way it is now is perfectly fine given the amount of students that City College has, it is 
necessary for people that come from all part of the city or outside of the city to be able to drive here and 
for them to be accessible for everybody, and for disable people. And if we restrict that space even more, 
it is going to hinder our possibility for more students.” 
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Makhmud Islamov 

Business administration and management 
“Whatever decision is going to be made, definitely is an interest that City College students should be 
taking into consideration. I am sure that City and the City College governing body will look at all the 

points of this issue and will come up with an optimal solution.” 
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Yannee Buorn 

Radiology 
“I think it should be left as a parking lot because parking is expensive all over SF, it would very helpful to 
leave it as a parking lot.” 
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John Graves 

Communication 
“As a student I think that for people that are coming in using the space for sports or art will encourage 

high school student to come to this college, for example a rock climbing wall.” 
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Nathalie Guillen

Undecided

“I think the way it is now is perfectly fine given the amount of
students that City College has, it is necessary for people that
come from all part of the city or outside of the city to be able
to drive here and for them to be accessible for everybody,
and for disable people. And if we restrict that space even
more, it is going to hinder our possibility for more students.”

(http://theguardsman.com/wp-
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Makhmud Islamov

Business administration and management

“Whatever decision is going to be made, definitely is an
interest that City College students should be taking into
consideration. I am sure that City and the City College

governing body will look at all the points of this issue and
will come up with an optimal solution.”
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Yannee Buorn

Radiology

“I think it should be left as a parking lot because parking is
expensive all over SF, it would very helpful to leave it as a
parking lot.”
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“As a student I think that for people that are coming in using
the space for sports or art will encourage high school student

to come to this college, for example a rock climbing wall.”
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:20 AM
To: jtumlin@nelsonnygaard.com; Exline, Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, Michael 

(ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN)
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; fmp@ccsf.edu
Subject: Fw: deficiency in  draft FMP Survey:   draft omits subject of parking

Here are some comments on tBP's Architecture's draft CCSF Facilities Master Plan Survey, to which I 
assume your offices had made substantial contributions. 
 
--aj 
 

 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
 
Vice Chancellor Gerhard, Associate Vice Chancellor Lam, FMP Workgroup, tBP Architecture: 
 
1.   The survey subject areas for Part I: Facilities Planning Issues omits the issue of parking.  Parking needs to be addressed 
because the Balboa Reservoir Project intends to eliminate student parking.  SFCCD cannot pretend that TDM will fully solve 
the issue of student demand for parking.  Replacement parking needs to be addressed.  Please refer to my 4/19/2016 email, 
below. 
 
2.   For Part II: TDM,  Question 17 should add as a choice:  "motorcycle/scooter" 
 
3.   For Part II: TDM,  Question 21 should add as choices:  "23 Monterey", and "54 Felton" 
                                  
4.   For Part II:  TDM, Question 23 should add as a choice:  "efficiency of trip" 
 
5.   For Part II:  TDM,  Question 27 is not objectively formulated.  It is a leading series of choices in which indication of 
"interest" will lead to the TDM consultant's conclusion that parking is an archaic/vestigial/unnecessary function. 
 
 
 
--Alvin Ja 
 
  
 
 

 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From:  
To: "lquan@ccsf.edu" <lquan@ccsf.edu>; Ronald Gerhard <rgerhard@ccsf.edu>; Andrew Chandler 
<achandle@ccsf.edu>; "mlam@ccsf.edu" <mlam@ccsf.edu>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 9:25 PM 
Subject: Reservoir Principles & Parameters counterproductive to student attendance 
 
FMP Advisory Group, Co-Chairs Gerhard & Chandler, tBP Architecture-- 
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Please take the following forwarded message into consideration for FMP.  It was an email to Mike Martin 
of OEWD and the Reservoir CAC. 
 
Please forward to all members of the FMP Working Group and to tBP. 
 
Thanks,  
 
Alvin Ja 
 
 

 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
 
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 5:40 PM 
Subject: Re: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/ Fundamental flaw 
 
Mr.Martin-- 
 
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.   
 
It is because of CCSF's function as an essential and important public service  that I find the idea of discouraging car use by 
CCSF students and staff by making parking difficult and more expensive wrong-headed.  This idea constitutes more than 
giving students/staff "options."  It's a stick or a club that will ultimately discourage people from going to school.  This is a case 
of muddled priorities in which the balance of benefit (less cars) and harm (students not enrolling) weigh in as more harmful 
than beneficial. 
 
The other effect that I've also brought up in earlier submissions is that by making parking difficult and more expensive, 
students will end up blocking driveways in Sunnyside.  Sunnyside houses are attached 25 feet wide lots.  The spaces 
between driveways cannot fit a regular-sized car, but students would park in these spaces anyway even when driveway curb 
tips  were painted red by DPT.  This is what used to happen on a constant and regular basis before the Reservoir was 
opened up for student parking.  This issue of blocked driveways would not be alleviated by instituting residential permit 
parking, as has been suggested. 
 
Whatever decisions are made by the BR project needs to be grounded in real-life impacts and not high-minded hopes and 
wishes. 
 
(And FYI. I was one who in real life practice, not just in theory, had chosen the transportation option of walking and/or riding 
MUNI to and from work.) 
 
Thank you for considering these thoughts. 
 
--Alvin Ja 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From:
Sent: Sunday, May 01, 2016 12:58 AM
To: BRCAC (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy 

(CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Susan Lamb; Cynthia Dewar; Shaw, Linda (MYR); Ronald 
Gerhard; Steve Bruckman; Marian Lam; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; John 
Rizzo; Steve Ngo; Amy Bacharach; Bouchra Simmons; Alex Randolph; Russell, Rosanna 
(PUC); Carlin, Michael (PUC)

Cc: SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; Save CCSF Coalition; Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Tracy Zhu; 
Wendy Aragon; Lillian Marrujo-Duck; Lisa Romano; Dana Jae; Mandy Liang; Phil 
Newsom; Gary Moon; jtumlin@nelsonnygaard.com; Keith Tanner

Subject: For 5/9/2016 CAC meeting:  Relationship to CCSF
Attachments: --aj comment on REVISED CCSF 1-29-2016  P & P.pdf

BRCAC, City Team, SFCCD-- 
 
Attached is the revised CCSF Principles & Parameters PDF file containing my comments in sticky notes. 
 
Here are two of the comments: 
 

 Revised Principle 1:   

Despite repeated input that this Principle fails to address overall impact that the BR Project would 
have on CCSF and other schools, OEWD/Planning has willfully restricted consideration of impacts 
only to the construction phase.  
 
This prior public comment has been ignored:  
"The Project needs to deal with the overall potential adverse environmental impact that the Project, 
in and of itself, would impose on CCSF and its stakeholders." 

 Revised Principle 2: 

            It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
            It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you. 
*********************************** 
 
Here's what I see as the proper context for the BR Project regarding its relationship with CCSF: 
 

         CCSF is the central educational, economic, and cultural focus of the neighborhood.  Its interests cannot be allowed to be 
made secondary to BR Project. 

         CCSF's educational mission makes it a target destination for students, staff, faculty.  This simple fact needs to be recognized 
as being desirable, even if CCSF students drive to school and need parking. 

         Reservoir Project must take responsibility for mitigation of its own significant cumulative impacts on CCSF, traffic and 
parking.  The burden of mitigation should not be shifted onto CCSF and the neighborhoods.   
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         Current Reservoir student parking is an existing physical condition. This physical reality  cannot be allowed to be effectively 
ignored by OEWD /Planning.  Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and attendance. 

         The "solutions” to circulation, parking, congestion problems proposed by OEWD/Planning via TDM cannot be simply based 
on wishful thinking and "creative solutions".  Conjecture and hope is not a solution for student access to education. 

 
 

Submitted by:  
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident, CCSF lifelong learning student, retired SF Municipal Railway Operator/Inspector/Instructor  

 



  

 

 

To:  Members of the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Emily Lesk, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

Date: January 29, 2016 

Subject: Revisions to Parameters Regarding Project’s Relationship to City College 
 

This memorandum contains revisions to the draft Balboa Reservoir development parameters 
pertaining to the Balboa Reservoir project’s relationship with City College. These revisions reflect 
feedback received from members of the public and by the CAC at the December 14, 2015 CAC 
meeting, as well as written feedback received by the CAC and the City. Staff expects to hear 
additional feedback on these revised parameters at the upcoming CAC meeting scheduled for 
February 8, 2015, and is prepared to make additional revisions as appropriate.  
 
Staff has revised the parameters considerably, as indicated by the red text below. Major changes 
include: 

- Building in a process for continued collaboration and accountability between the project 
and City College, even after the project has been constructed.  

- Demonstrating openness to a range of parking solutions and locations. 

- Clarifying that any City College-affiliated daycare on the Balboa Reservoir site would occur 
only at City College’s discretion. 

- Ensuring that new ground-floor uses include and do not compete with existing local 
businesses and services.  

- Relative to City College’s master planning process, clarifying that the Balboa Reservoir 
developer should stay informed and participate as any responsible neighbor should, but 
that the developer’s interests do not supersede others. 

- Explicitly acknowledging City College’s plans to build the Performing Arts & Education 
Center (PAEC).  

Staff did not, however, incorporate all suggested changes. The rationale behind these difficult 
decisions is explained in detail in the comment/question response matrix that will be posted online 
as a separate document on the Balboa Reservoir CAC website. Some of the main categories of these 
comments, and staff’s rationale, are as follows: 

- Transportation: Certain parking and transportation suggestions fell within the scope of the 
City College parameters, while others can be more appropriately addressed through the 
transportation parameters, which will be revised following the February 8th CAC meeting. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
Despite this improvement in language, it appears to me that the City Team has in reality much more say in CCSF processes than "responsible neighbors", or even members of CCSF's own Capital Projects Planning Committee.  [Planner Jeremy Shaw sat in on a 6/8/2015 scoring session for the selection of a Facilities Master Plan consultant, while a CPPC member was disallowed attendance]. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
good

aj2015
Sticky Note
Does this "range" include replacement of lost Reservoir student parking?  Or is this Orwellian language?
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- Housing: Commenters called for any City College-affiliated housing built on the Balboa 
Reservoir site to prioritize certain populations, such as faculty, staff, retirees, veterans, and 
transition-aged youth. Should City College wish to provide housing, it would be up to the 
College to determine which of members of its community this housing would serve. It would 
not be appropriate for the parameters to determine which segments of the City College 
community would be served by any such housing. 

 
REVISED PARAMETERS REGARDING 

PROJECT’S RELATIONSHIP TO CITY COLLEGE 
 

- Principle #1 #4: Ensure that development at the Balboa Reservoir site does not negatively 
impact City College’s educational mission and operational needs. 
Draft Parameters: 

a. Do not develop on City College property unless an explicit agreement is reached with City 
College. (Note that the Master Developer may not develop on any adjacent property without 
reaching an express agreement with its owner.) 

b. Phase and schedule construction activity to minimize impacts on access, and noise, dust, 
and other air quality impacts to neighbors, including City College. 

c. Ensure that neighbors, including City College, receive substantial advance notice of project 
schedule and phasing so that it can plan appropriately for access and circulation impacts 
and changes in parking availability. 

d. Work with City College to establish a process for regular communication between the 
project, including a means of ensuring completion of the project’s commitments to City 
College and a means of resolving new issues that may arise during construction or after the 
new development is complete. This process should be established prior to project 
approvals.  

Principle #2 #1: In conversation with City College, identify opportunities for the Balboa 
Reservoir project’s public benefits to serve as resources for the City College community. 

Draft Parameters: 
a. Consider partnering with City College and/or area schools to allocate some on-site units to 

house students, faculty, and/or staff. 

b. To the extent that City College expresses interest in relocating or expanding Explore the 
addition of on-site childcare facilities or the possible relocation or expansion of the City 
College Child Development Center to the Balboa Reservoir site, examine opportunities to 
accommodate this request within the new development. 

c. If on-site commercial space is developed, explore including retail and non-profit uses that 
will serve the needs of the City College students, faculty and staff in addition to serving 
residents and the site’s immediate neighbors. If proposing any such uses, demonstrate that 
they will complement the existing commercial and environment without negatively 
impacting existing local retail businesses or non-profit activities. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
Despite repeated input that this Principle fails to address overall impact that the BR Project would have on CCSF and other schools, OEWD/Planning has willfully restricted consideration of impacts only to the construction phase. 

This prior public comment has been ignored: 

"The Project needs to deal with the overall potential adverse environmental impact that the Project, in and of itself, would impose on CCSF and its stakeholders."

aj2015
Sticky Note
This addresses construction impact only.  It avoids addressing impact of the BR Project itself.

aj2015
Sticky Note
Once again, this is an after-the-fact notification to community to accommodate and adjust to the BR Project.

This constitutes another example of the community being forced to accommodate the BR Project "done-deed" instead of the BR Project adapting to the existing setting and current surrounding conditions.

aj2015
Sticky Note
Again, it's a fait accompli.  It talks about "a process" for resolving issues during construction and post-construction.

BR Project needs to work with all CCSF stakeholders (not just SFCCD Administrators, who do not necessarily represent students, faculty and staff) regarding the fundamental issues the BR Project creates--not just after the "done-deed."

aj2015
Sticky Note
It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools.

It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you.
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d. As described in the Transportation Parameters, create safe, clearly navigable pedestrian 
and bicycle access through the Balboa Reservoir site to connect surrounding neighborhoods 
to City College and to connect the City College community to on-site public amenities that 
they are likely to utilize. Allow for safe, comfortable, and convenient pedestrian, bike, and 
car travel between City College and the Balboa Reservoir project. 

e. As described in the Open Space Parameters, when designing parks and open spaces, 
consider neighbors, including the City College community (students, faculty, and staff), as 
future user groups. 

Principle #3 #2: In coordination with City College, design and implement the project’s 
transportation program in such a way that also creates new sustainable transportation 
opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff.  

Draft Parameters: 
a. Coordinate with City College to implement transportation demand management measures 

required to meet the Balboa Reservoir project’s mode split target and other goals identified 
in the Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. 
 

b. Explore opportunities to provide on-site parking to City College students, faculty, and/or 
staff; as described in the Transportation Parameters, consider the creation of shared 
parking facilities, where the same parking spaces are utilized by residents during nights and 
weekends and accessible to all others, including City College students, faculty, and staff, 
during weekdays. If expert analysis demonstrates that shared parking is not a viable 
solution, explore alternative approaches. 

[Note: City staff recommends deleting “on-site” from this parameter to provide greater 
flexibility for the developer partner to explore a wider range of solutions. This deletion does 
not, however, preclude the project from providing on-site parking.] 

c. Phase the project in such a way that changes to the current parking lot can occur gradually, 
allowing for incremental adaptations rather than the wholesale removal of all parking 
spaces at once. 
 

d. Explore the coordination of bicycle facilities with City College, potentially including shared 
storage, shared access to repair or charging stations, and appropriate supply of Class I and 
Class II parking to accommodate bicycles access to either property. Include local bicycle-
related businesses in the creation of new bicycle amenities, such as by exploring 
partnerships to provide on-site bicycle repair facilities. 

e. Identify additional potential partnerships with the City, City College, and other nearby 
educational institutions to support local efforts to encourage students, faculty, and staff to 
utilize non- single occupant vehicle modes of transportation. Potential partnerships may 
include, but are not limited to, coordinating efforts around public communications and 
outreach regarding alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles; TDM program management; 
safe routes to transit and safe routes to school projects; public transit information; shuttles 
and paratransit, car-sharing and other potential recommendations from the ongoing 
Planning Department-led TDM Study. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
This is another example of BR Project shifting burden on CCSF.

"Coordinate with City College to implement TDM measures to meet BR project's...targets and other goals" essentially means that CCSF is subordinate to BR Project requirements.

The untold truth about TDM is that when TDM says it will "provide choices in transportation", it is using Orwellian language.  What it really mean is to make parking more difficult to discourage single-occupancy vehicle driving--a good goal in general, but not in the context of student needs.

Instead of "meet Balboa Reservoir project's mode split target", how about meeting CCSF's enrollment and attendance goals?  This is another indication of inverted priorities.

aj2015
Sticky Note
Car travel between CCSF and Balboa Reservoir?!  This makes no sense.

aj2015
Sticky Note
What eliminating "on-site" to give "greater flexibility for the developer" really means is this:

Give more wiggle room to evade the BR Project's responsibility to mitigate the  adverse impacts on CCSF.
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Principle #4 #3: To ensure that the Balboa Reservoir project is sensitive to City College’s 
mission and operations, work Work with City College and its master planning consultants to 
ensure that the Balboa Reservoir site plan and City College’s forthcoming new Master Plan are 
well coordinated and complementary. 

Draft Parameters: 
a. Remain actively informed about Participate actively in City College’s master planning 

process and receptive to opportunities to participate.as a key stakeholder. 

b. Assume that City College’s planned Performing Arts & Education Center, designed for City 
College property to the east of the Balboa Reservoir site, will be built unless informed 
otherwise by City College. 

c. Identify opportunities for the Balboa Reservoir project to help City College fulfill its master 
plan objectives, while also meeting all other applicable development parameters. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
Conversely, CCSF stakeholders should be actively informed about the BR Project planning process and have opportunities to participate.  (Instead of just being allowed perfunctory participation in the CAC process, in which public input is essentially ignored and bypassed.



aj
Sticky Note
In reality the City Team has been dictating its own terms of engagement to CCSF.  The City Team has had undue influence in the CCSF Facilities Master Plan process.

An indication of the City Team's undue influence on CCSF Administration is the fact that Jeremy Shaw attended a closed 6/8/2015 meeting to score competitors for CCSF's Facilities Master Plan RFP.  He was allowed to sit in as an observer even when CCSF's own Capital Projects Planning  Committee  members were denied attendance.
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Ellen Wall < >
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 5:32 PM
To: ajahjah@att.net
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy 

(CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); Susan Lamb; Cynthia Dewar; Shaw, Linda (MYR); Ronald 
Gerhard; Steve Bruckman; Marian Lam; R. Mandelman; Thea Selby; Brigitte Davila; John 
Rizzo; Steve Ngo; Amy Bacharach; Bouchra Simmons; Alex Randolph; Russell, Rosanna 
(PUC); Carlin, Michael (PUC); SNA Brick; Wpa Balboa. Reservoir; Save CCSF Coalition; 
Iwata, Ryan (PUC); Tracy Zhu; Wendy Aragon; Lillian Marrujo-Duck; Lisa Romano; Dana 
Jae; Mandy Liang; Phil Newsom; Gary Moon; jtumlin@nelsonnygaard.com; Keith Tanner

Subject: Re: For 5/9/2016 CAC meeting: Relationship to CCSF

We often forget the economic importance of CCSF to all of SF. It is the second largest employer in SF, UCSF 
being the first. The jobs pay well, most workers represented by unions. To build housing that would limit 
numbers of jobs is at best illogical. Ellen 
 
On Sun, May 1, 2016 at 12:57 AM, <ajahjah@att.net> wrote: 
BRCAC, City Team, SFCCD-- 
 
Attached is the revised CCSF Principles & Parameters PDF file containing my comments in sticky notes. 
 
Here are two of the comments: 
 

 Revised Principle 1:   

Despite repeated input that this Principle fails to address overall impact that the BR Project would 
have on CCSF and other schools, OEWD/Planning has willfully restricted consideration of impacts 
only to the construction phase.  
 
This prior public comment has been ignored:  
"The Project needs to deal with the overall potential adverse environmental impact that the 
Project, in and of itself, would impose on CCSF and its stakeholders." 

 Revised Principle 2: 

            It is disingenuous to talk about public benefits without also taking into account the drawbacks 
and disadvantages that the BR Project would inflict on CCSF and other schools. 
 
            It's like a robber taking your wallet/purse and keeps your valuables; and then magnanimously 
tosses your drivers license and CCSF student ID card back to you. 
*********************************** 
 
Here's what I see as the proper context for the BR Project regarding its relationship with CCSF: 
 
         CCSF is the central educational, economic, and cultural focus of the neighborhood.  Its interests cannot be allowed to 
be made secondary to BR Project. 
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         CCSF's educational mission makes it a target destination for students, staff, faculty.  This simple fact needs to be 
recognized as being desirable, even if CCSF students drive to school and need parking. 
         Reservoir Project must take responsibility for mitigation of its own significant cumulative impacts on CCSF, traffic and 
parking.  The burden of mitigation should not be shifted onto CCSF and the neighborhoods.   
         Current Reservoir student parking is an existing physical condition. This physical reality  cannot be allowed to be 
effectively ignored by OEWD /Planning.  Removal of student parking will have significant impact on student enrollment and 
attendance. 
         The "solutions” to circulation, parking, congestion problems proposed by OEWD/Planning via TDM cannot be simply 
based on wishful thinking and "creative solutions".  Conjecture and hope is not a solution for student access to education. 
 
Submitted by:  
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident, CCSF lifelong learning student, retired SF Municipal Railway Operator/Inspector/Instructor  
 

 
 
 
--  
Ellen Wall, English Department Emerita 
City College of San Francisco 
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