
BALBOA RESERVOIR COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
 

AMENDED MEETING MINUTES  
 

City College of San Francisco 
Multi-Use Building, Room 140 

55 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 

Monday, January 11, 2015 

6:15 PM 
Regular Meeting 

 
Please note that a supplemental audio recording of this meeting is included on the Planning 
website via the following link: www.sf-planning.org/brcac 
 
Documents received during this meeting are included as attachments. 
 
Committee Members Present: 
Howard Chung, Brigitte Davila, Kate Favetti, Christine Godinez, Rebecca Lee, Robert 
Muehlbauer, Lisa Spinali, Jon Winston, Maria Picar 
 
Committee Members Absent: 
Robert Muehlbauer  
 
Staff Present: 
Jeremy Shaw, Sue Exline, Planning Department; Emily Lesk, Mike Martin, Phillip Wong, Office of 
Economic and Workforce Development 
 
1. Call to Order and Roll Call. 

a. Roll Call 
 
2. Opening of Meeting. (Action Item) 

a. Change of 1/11 agenda so ‘RFP Process’ is addressed first; moving item 5 up. 
b. Amendments to 11/5 minutes. 

i. Francine Lofrano. Westwood Park. 
1. Page 2 of 17. Provided written comment and posted as an attachment 

to 11/5 minutes. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/brcac
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ii. Aaron Goodman. 
1. Emailed written comment and posted as an attachment to 11/5 

minutes 
iii. Motion to approve with amendments: Winston, Second: Chung 

1. Ayes: Chung, Davila, Favetti, Godinez, Lee, Spinali, Winston, Picar 
2. Noes: [none] 

c. Amendments to 11/30 minutes 
i. Harry Bernstein. District 11. 

1. Page 9. General Comments – Provided written comment and posted as 
an attachment to 11/30 minutes. 

ii. Jennifer. Sunnyside 
1. Page 7. Geri Vahey correct spelling of her name. 

iii. Yonathan – Emailed written comment and posted as an attachment to 11/30 
minutes. 

iv. Motion to approve with amendments: Winston, Second: Favetti. 
1. Ayes: Chung, Davila, Favetti, Godinez, Lee, Spinali, Winston, Picar 
2. Noes: [none] 

d. Amendments to December 14 
i. Harry Bernstein. 

1. Page 4, Line 4, Letter H. Charlie said, “Outer Mission” not “Mission” 
2. Page 4, Line 6, Letter H. Add “affordable housing” before “community 

planning decision making” 
3. Page 5, Letter I. Dan, 5th line from bottom, they don’t have same 

concerns we do… add, “for decades” 
4. Page 5, Line 3. Harry, “Waves Training Facility”  
5. Page 5, Line 8. I understand the PUC “developed” 
6. Page 5. Line 5. They were given to the college since it was “exploding” 

since it was established in 1940” 
7. Provided written comment and posted as an attachment to 12/14 

minutes. 
ii. Motion to approve as amended: Chung, Second: Winston 

1. Ayes: Chung, Davila, Favetti, Godinez, Lee, Spinali, Winston, Picar 
2. Noes: [none] 

 
3. Next Steps in RFP Process. 

a. CAC 
i. Lee. 

1. What typically happens during a design workshop? What do people 
ruminate over? 

1. Sue Exline. Planning Department. When developer comes on 
board, it can be anything from a charrette, or sitting down with 
pen and paper creating design and receiving feedback. Usually 
hands-on.  I would imagine a series of meetings. 

ii. Favetti. 
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1. Are we going to see the RFQ/ RFP before it goes out, and be able to 
provide input? 

1. Mike Martin. The actual body of the RFP that includes City 
requirements, we’re not planning to put into the public 
because competitively we don’t want respondents to have an 
early read on what that looks like. We’re using the 
development parameters that highlight what’s important on 
the community amenities side, we’ll put that verbatim to what 
you see here in the document, but the rest of the guts will not 
be a part of this process. 

2. Spinali. More than just “community amenities”  
3. Mike Martin. Parameters will be verbatim. The components of 

a successful proposer are going to be interpreted through the 
development parameters we’re talking about here, and those 
that you will see here comprehensively. 

a. Public Comment 
i. Christine Hanson. Excelsior. 

1. Get presentation on CEQA. 
2. The process (CEQA) is complicated and it’s overwhelming. 
3. It looks by the slides that it’s given a little blip. 
4. It would be very helpful for this presentation to be given by an 

independent environmental group, not Planning; better if they weren’t 
involved with the project. 

5. Good for the committee to have a full and unbiased knowledge of 
CEQA. 

6. Even if you hire a lawyer they are frustrated by CEQA Laws. 
7. Get as much information now about CEQA. 

ii. Kishan Balgobin. Westwood Park. 
1. Development Parameters. We’ve gone through 6 months working with 

the City and the CAC look at parameters. Countless hours and nights 
coming up with feedback. 

2. I want to know how many more meetings or iterations on the 
parameters before we have the down. At what point to we say we’re 
done with the parameters? 

iii. Max Iwald. Ingleside. 
1. The public workshops sounds like a great idea. Are we the public going 

to be a part of that? I’m concerned that if what we the public ask for, 
is that going to be listened to? 

2. On the Ocean Avenue Development we provided feedback on the 
drawings and benefits but it wasn’t considered. I’m worried that will 
happen here. 

3. I’m seeing all of these big, boxy buildings going up on Ocean and it 
they don’t go with this neighborhood. They look cheap and crappy. I 
live on the hill and we have to look down on this. 
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4. Can I got an assurance that this won’t happen? 
5. In the workshops, if we have one or two people that say no will that 

change it? 
1. Spinali. CAC represents the community and we’re here to make 

sure the community perspective is included and is acted upon. 
6. I want it to be aesthetic and nice looking. 

iv. Jenny Perez. Plymouth. 
1. Notes from Anita Theoharis and Ann Chen. 
2. I’ve seen very little from Westwood Board representatives regarding 

Residential Character District Designation, codified in Planning Code 
Section 2.4.4.1. 

3. City Representatives are mandated to protect neighborhood based on 
RCD requirements, and any development near Westwood Park needs 
to adhere to RCD requirements. 

4. Current proposal does not follow RCD requirements. Any RFP should 
include them. 

v. Laura Frye. Westwood Park. 
1. I think we need more meetings. 
2. The RFP is “building the envelope. 
3. The design is predicated on the RFP. 
4. The RFP has not been responsive to the neighborhood. 
5. Show me an RFP that did not go to the maximum height or the 

minimum open space. No response from Planning. 
6. Developer is going to the height we allow. 
7. I hope that you don’t pass it through with these heights and this 

density. 
vi. Maureen. Plymouth. 

1. I appreciate this is open to the public. 
2. I don’t believe the CAC is representative of the neighbors. 
3. Rebecca Lee is a member of SF BARF. 

1. Lee. I am not a member of SF BARF. 
4. Things we’ve asked for have been crossed out. 
5. If I wake up one day with a road through my backyard, would not 

consider that neighborly. 
vii. Francine Lofrano. Westwood Park. 

1. Submitted document, attached. 
2. Westwood Park’s Residential Character District should be included in 

the RFP especially as it pertains to the Western portion of the site. 
3. Spent last five years to develop RCD. 
4. Anita Theoharis was crucial to developing the RCD and Westwood Park 

Design guidelines. Secured the approval of the Planning Commission 
and Full Board. 

5. Should be used as a model for developing this kind of legislation. 
viii. Monica Collins. Sunnyside. City College. 
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1. I wonder if these are union jobs. 
2. If not, these might create problems down the road. 
3. I wonder if young people from the community will be given 

opportunity apprentice. 
ix. Fernando Marti. CCHO. 

1. Mike Martin’s approach is a common way to approach development, 
but not the only way to approach an RFP. 

2. Schlage Lock developed urban design guidelines long before a 
development agreement was reached. 

3. MOHCD held a number of design charrettes for a North 
Beach/Chinatown affordable housing site, and gives the opportunity 
for the community to shape the RFP. 

x. Max. Ingleside. 
1. Height of the building. 

1. Spinali. We’ll address this at a later part of the agenda. 
2. Can we get to more meetings? 

1. Spinali. The process is to get to a place where we are 
comfortable with the parameters/principles. We’ll continue to 
meet until that happens, and if that means additional meetings 
we’ll take additional meetings. 

2. This will not be a process to stop something from happening 
because we cannot come to an agreement. The idea is to come 
up with parameters everyone can agree with, otherwise 
nothing will be built. 

3. More meetings would be targeted and specific. 
4. We want the maximum amount of community participation. 
5. Not everyone will be happy, but we want something people 

can live with. 
xi. Alvin Ja. Sunnyside. 

1. Revised parameters do not deal with the substantive pieces. 
2. Parameters avoid/side-step the issues the community has with 

impacts. 
3. I sent an email quoting the San Luis Obispo City Attorney sequence of 

actions by City Agencies. 
4. You came up with the conclusion and you worked backwards. 
5. I think you’re side-stepping the sequence that is supposed be followed 

with CEQA. 
xii. Theodore Randolph. Excelsior. 

1. How do you weight the relative importance of different elements of 
the RFP? 

2. You might be able to do one item, but not another. How do you figure 
that out? 

xiii. Harry Bernstein. District 11. 
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1. What AJ just said, given the present circumstances, the present 
environment, how that will go forward? 

2. Lower reservoir is for overflow parking. 
3. The Lower reservoir’s description is an area for dog-walking. 
4. Parking should be mentioned. 
5. This is part of the CEQA process. 
6. (Additions per comments at 02/08/16 meeting attached to this 

document) 
 
4. Additional Public Benefits Parameters. 

a. CAC 
i. Lee. 

1. In the First slide there are the amenities desired. How did you narrow 
into these 7 bullet points? 

1. Emily Lesk. Not a narrowing, this is exhaustive list from what 
we heard. We believe everything on this list is covered in the 
full set of the parameters. Highlighted that additional public 
benefits are a catch-all from this exhaustive list that weren’t 
covered in the fall. 

2. Spinali. Mapped what was covered by other parameters and 
then additional items are not covered by other parameters. 

3. Emily Lesk. Let us know if anything was missed. 
ii. Favetti. 

1. Looks like a wish list. 
2. We have a need for youth and childcare center and recreation 

facilities. 
3. Glad to see housing for multi-generations. 
4. We have been talking about millennials.  We need to also be 

concerned about the generation following the millennials - called by 
some as Young Urban Creatives, "Yuccies."  The point being that we 
need to plan for the present and the future generations as well. 
(Additions per comments at 02/08/16 meeting) 

iii. Spinali. 
1. Principle 2. Maximizing an active first floor. 
2. We already see this on Ocean Avenue and there are vacancies where 

there shouldn’t be. 
3. We want to ensure there’s vibrancy and mitigate vacancy. 
4. Active things happening on the ground floor will be important for this 

site. 
b. Public Comment 

i. Sheila. Teacher, CCSF. 
1. Live in Oakland. 
2. Spoke at 12/15 meeting. 
3. Parking is heavily used by CCSF students and faculty.  
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4. My students need a place to park. 
5. Developer needs to create permanent parking for CCSF, that isn’t 

shared that matches number of open spots that are there. 
6. This area is land-locked, there is no way to access this plot of land. 
7. It will be hard to get to these things because there is no access. 

ii. Ray. Sunnyside. 
1. Principle 1. Encourage to not overlook the afterschool programs, not 

just 1 to 5 years old/preschool; 
2. Section b. Design and construction should consider and specifically 

childcare noise that can be created and impacts on adjacent neighbors 
in Westwood Park. 

3. Principle 2. Include parking as important use. 
4. Section d. Burden of proof should be the developer and site manager 

to show that comparable alternatives are not nearby. Avoid vacancies. 
5. Principle 3. We need parking for the PAEC, which will benefit the 

broader community. 
6. Need a large public meeting space that can hold at minimum 100 

people and charges a nominal fee for use. 
7. Improved pedestrian transit options to increase access to site. 
8. Submitting comments in writing, attached. 

iii. Fernando Martí. CCHO. 
1. Potential drawbacks with development parameters. 
2. Lack of data and lack of research that went into recommendations. 
3. Re: Childcare facilities, City has a nexus study that links development 

with the need for childcare 
4. How much Childcare, 2008 nexus study recommended 12 to 20 sq. ft. 

of indoor space and 8 to 13 sq. ft. of outdoor space for each unit. 
5. There are few providers that serve all of the different needs based on 

age. 
6. This is information you might want to do your research on to bring 

more specificity to the parameters. 
7. I’m a big fan of activated ground floor spaces. But what kind of ground 

floor spaces make sense in a land-locked area? Possibly childcare 
centers and community meeting rooms. 

8. Is anyone that is really going to go to a retail space? 
iv. Ken. Westwood Park. 

1. I’ve been to all the meetings for the Balboa Park Plan since 2001. 
2. I recognize the parameters. 
3. Less than 20% of the parameters have to deal with housing. 
4. Most of the public amenities list deals with open space, walking, easier 

to get to weekday needs, and recognition of cultural needs. 
v. Alvin Ja. Sunnyside. 

1. Regarding this parameter, when you talk about additional benefits you 
are talking about tradeoffs. 
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2. Parameter does not address drawbacks. 
3. With providing benefits what does the project take away? Parking. 

vi. Chris Hanson. Excelsior. 
1. How was this amenities list generated? 

1. Jeremy Shaw. From public workshops and online survey. 
2. Do you have more information that shows where this came from? 

1. Jeremy Shaw. Yes, it’s online on the general page for Balboa 
Reservoir. Memos are there with specific surveys, or they can 
be posted. (www.sf-planning.org/balboareservoir) 

vii. Name not given. 
1. Items in green on amenities list. 
2. PAEC seems like a good way to get the art/non-profit/small 

business/tech spaces. 
3. Work with CCSF to build a PAEC that can handle these amenities and 

also parking for a school that serves 50,000 students annually. 
 
5. Revisions to Parameters to Date. 

a. Public Comment. 
i. Linda Judge. Westwood Park. Chair, WPA BR Committee. 

1. Our community wants the neighborhood to be successful. 
2. We understand important need for affordable housing for multiple 

income levels. 
3. The 2009 BPASP addresses these concerns. 
4. Only minor revisions were made to the parameters based on WPA’s 

comments, larger changes were not incorporated. 
5. These larger changes are, housing weighted toward the middle-class, 

contiguous open space and total amount of open space, recognition 
and respect of Westwood Park’s RCD status, and the concerns of the 
Westwood Park neighbors. 

6. Submitting comment matrix, attached.  
ii. Laura Fry. Westwood Park. 

1. 2 minutes is not enough. 
1. Spinali. Comments may also be submitted online. 

2. They never use the words density or number of units. 
3. Plans have always been 425 to 500 units 
4. It’s in City policy to honor the neighborhoods. 
5. If you’re looking at 65’ to 85’ you’re looking at 600-1200 or more units. 
6. You’re looking at multiple Avalon’s in that space. 
7. It’s disingenuous to not talk about the number of units. 
8. What are the parameters for the number of units? 
9. They say minimum open space is 1.5, but they can be divided by 

streets. So Miramar Boulevard could be considered open space. 
10. The privately-owned public space, they can choose not to make public 

and may not even be part of our open space. 
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11. Submitted Policy documents, attached. 
12. Be responsive to the community and not do something high density. 
13. The City is managing the BRCAC. 

iii. Francine Lofrano. Westwood Park. 
1. Page 2 of 5 of the Public Realm Parameters. Item F. Respect scale and 

privacy of all adjacent uses. Westwood park neighbors to the west has 
been crossed out. We said 25’-40’ with a maximum of 65’ of height has 
been struck out. 

2. 2 minutes doesn’t provide enough time to make comments. 
3. We’ve not been listened to and it’s a sham. 
4. One parking space per family unit; I have multiple neighbors that have 

kids and the wife and husband have a car, which is two parking spaces. 
5. This is not realistic. 
6. Disappointed with how much has been red-lined and changed; does 

not comport with our beliefs. 
7. Powers and duties section 5.7.15 of the Balboa Reservoir CAC. Item B 

the advisory committee should provide feedback for what 
development objectives should be included in the RFP to be issued for 
the City for development includes but is not limited to, Item 5 good 
neighbor polices to serve existing residents and small businesses 
around the site. 

iv. Ellen Wall. Sunnyside. 
1. Something Jeremy said is disturbing, which is preserving Sidewalks 

which has not been done at the corner of Miramar and Ocean Avenue 
where the housing development is, which overlaps the sidewalk by 4 
feet. 

1. Hedda Thieme. Keystone and Ocean Avenue 
2. Members of the Public. Miramar and Ocean Avenue. 

2. That is a dangerous intersection and now this intersection is going to 
be even worse. 

3. I’m worried about being bumped. 
4. I don’t trust anymore in people doing this anymore; Jeremy go take a 

walk down there, it’s not pretty and it’s not safe. 
v. Jennifer. Sunnyside. 

1. Urban Design and Neighborhood Character 3.a. change, “Utilize wind-
appropriate trees to reduce wind impacts” 

2. Urban Design and Neighborhood Character 1.b. Two contiguous acres 
for park space 

3. Transportation. 1.a. Balboa Park area is an important exit and entrance 
for cars; area well-suited for adoption of electric cars. 

4. Sustainability. 5.d. Air quality; we expect a reduction in air quality 
associated with increased congestion on freeways and neighborhood 
streets. The use of vehicles to accommodate new residents will 
increase whether the vehicles are owned, shared, or visiting. To 
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reduce the effects of added car pollution to our children and 
neighborhoods, all car parking spaces indoors should include electric 
outlets to accommodate and encourage more electric vehicle use. 

5. Housing. Due to neighborhood character and location not on a 
commercial thoroughfare, we want height limits and no trade-off for 
more public benefits. 

6. We want affordable housing but not taller buildings based on how 
much affordable housing there is, concerned that Sunnyside homes 
will be effected on northeast side. 

vi. Maxine Walt. Ingleside. 
1. Transportation. 1.c. “Circulation strategies sentence regarding 

studying impacts to Phelan, Ocean and Plymouth” was crossed out. It 
should be added back in. 

2. Concerned about the height. 60’ is six stories? Is that higher than 
MUB? That is way too high and it does not fit in. It will turn into a high 
rise here. 

3. I am concerned about the lighting; we don’t’ need a soccer field, CCSF 
Minnie and Lovie Ward have similar facilities but have too many lights, 
which are on until 10 PM, and it’s like a spaceship; would not want to 
see that here. 

vii. Monserrat. Ingleside. 
1. 85’ high, doesn’t matter what the incentives are, it’s unbearable for 

this neighborhood. 
2. I’m curious what you mean by buffers. That could be many number of 

things, trees, and walls? 
3. I have a lot of concern about open space and parks that I see around 

and were shown in the images. They seem to be chopped up with a lot 
of concrete. We need to get into that a little more. We don’t want to 
see an open space park that has a lot of concrete. Potentially ADA 
issues. Park can be done creatively. 

viii. Alvin Ja. 
1. Housing. Ownership, suggest lease as opposed to sale to private 

developer. Example of old Hall of Justice in Chinatown sold to the 
Hilton Hotel. I don't want to see a private developer take advantage of 
public assets 

2. Urban design, existing setting. The Balboa Park Station Area plan 
already change the height limits. It got increased to 45x, and what 
you're proposing is another increase to 65’ up to 85’. 

3. Transportation. The TDM is being put out as a solution to our 
problems in terms of parking and transportation, but the problem with 
the TDM, funded by the SFCTA, is the scope of the TDM, what the 
scope is, very simply is reducing single occupancy vehicle use, it's 
doesn’t talk about parking. 

ix. Maria Elena Ramos. PODER, Pueblote. 
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1. Our purpose is for all minorities to have affordable housing. 
2. My husband is a citizen and he’s been living in San Francisco for 28 

years. 
3. My son is 11 years and a daughter who is disabled.  
4. It’s really sad to see family and friends who love San Francisco having 

to move out. 
5. On two different occasions we had to move out of San Francisco 

because of prices. 
6. We are right on that line, we are not poor but not rich; we never 

qualify for assistance or housing. 
7. It’s difficult to live with someone who’s disabled, and also for young 

children who don’t have enough space to study. 
8. It’s almost sad to hear that these projects are based on fair market 

value. When the reality should be based on the residents that live in 
San Francisco. 

9. That is why we’re demanding that the project be 100% based on that. 
And 33% for the low-income housing. We’re looking at a family income 
of $56,000 for a family of four, and looking for 33% of living for people 
with low income $81,000 for a family of four. The final 33% for people 
of moderate income, which is $122,000. That’s our reality. 

10. What you people are talking about is not reality. 
11. Let’s put our feet on the floor and stop thinking about this market that 

doesn’t even exist. 
x.  Charlie Sciammas. Excelsior. CUHJ. PODER. 

1. City officials are telling us 33% of affordable housing, roughly half for 
very low income and half for moderate income, is the best we can 
hope for. 

2. How can we with publically-owned land, in the midst of a housing 
crisis that is displacing very low and moderate income San Franciscans, 
not be doing our very best to house those who can’t afford market-
rate housing; various jobs. 

3. We reached out to CCHO, they are doing their best to create solutions 
for more affordability. 

4. They shared their best thinking given the existing constraints of the 
site, and learned that Housing parameter 1 requiring only 33% 
affordable housing, which means 67% market rate, is the most 
conservative estimate of a wide-ranging number of scenarios, which 
could including 67 to 100 percent affordable housing. 

5. If affordable housing developers are saying it’s possible, why aren’t we 
doing our best to achieve it? 

6. The RFP should set the standard high, not low, given that likely bidders 
are market-rate developers more interest in profits not the 
community. 
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7. Support of CCSF community, and the project must be accountable to 
the community and the faculty and students. 

xi. Lily. Program Manager, CUHJ. 
1. Affordable Housing 
2. We surveyed 310 people from the area, high wish and want for 

affordable housing. 
3. You’re comparing to prop k, but it is not subject to prop k. 
4. Why are we using Prop k as the ceiling? It should be the floor. 33% is 

not enough. 
5. 74% of people surveyed interested in affordable housing for those 

making $29,000 or less annually. 
6. If you’re looking at SF as a whole we don’t have people in that middle 

range of income (120% AMI). 
7. San Francisco is a U shape with more people that are low-income and 

high-income, but fewer people who are moderate income. 
xii. Peter Cohen. Co-director, CCHO. 

1. Submitted document, attached. 
2. Housing Parameters. 
3. Principle 1. Using these income targets of AMI, which is averaging San 

Mateo, Marin and San Francisco; high income counties. Should be 
adjusting for San Francisco incomes, which is typically 10% less than 
the other two. Should say San Francisco incomes. 

4. Principle 2. Family-friendly units is good but abstract. Define the 
minimum size that is family-friendly. We have specific minimum unit 
sizes for affordable housing, which should be the standard. Two 
bedrooms might not be adequate for a family of four; at some point 
kids may not want to share a room. 

5. Principle 3. The undersupply of housing pertains to units that are 
affordable to low, moderate, and middle-income folks. 

xiii. Fernando Martí. CCHO. 
1. Submitted document, attached (same as document from Peter Cohen) 

and referenced in the following. 
2. Page 4. We look at what different income levels are as we are defining 

them that represent the working families of the southeast. 
3. I searched Avalon communities Ocean Avenue, market rate units 

advertised: 1 bedroom or studio 500 sq. ft. 3000/month. Converted to 
1/3 of salary, one needs to earn 120,000 to make that affordable. 
Market-rate is providing for 170% AMI. 

4. Is that what we need to be providing units for on public land? 
5. Address this question in the RFP. 
6. Do we want to make 66% of units to be affordable to 170% AMI. 
7. Last page. Series of potential scenarios that are important to review 

before you an RFP before a developer. Developers would go for the 
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minimum required. If minimum is 33% and Housing parameter 1.c says 
maximize affordability, developer will go for that 15% minimum. 

8. We were involved with negotiations around Prop D with the Giants. 
Giants talked to us only because they didn’t yet sign an Exclusive 
Negotiation Agreement. You need to make a decision before an ENA 
goes into place. 

xiv. Maureen. Westwood Park. 
1. Middle-class was the unit that wasn’t hit with the target zone; the 

lower was being provided for numerous ways. The upper doesn’t need 
any help. 

2. Concerned about the density. 
3. Neighbors appreciate current density; don’t want to live in the central 

business district. 
xiv. Yonathan Randolph. Ingleside. 

1. Working-class and middle-class are endangered in San Francisco. 
2. Eventually San Francisco will be a gated community for the rich. 
3. Cause, we haven’t been building enough housing. 
4. David Campos’ legislative report said we should be building more 

housing. 
5. The White House says San Francisco in particular should be building 

more housing. 
6. These experts are saying that the quantity of housing is more 

important than the percentage of affordability. 
7. If we want to preserve the middle-class we need to allocate more land 

for housing. 
8. Urban Design, Principle 2. Clarify that housing is a community benefit. 

If the developer can offer more housing, we can offer more height. 
9. 85’ is not that much. Look at the Berkeley dorms, near single-family 

homes. It’s provides affordability to the students, and we need 
affordability here in San Francisco. 

xv. Madeleine Mueller. Teacher, CCSF. 
1. How many empty units do we have in San Francisco? 
2. I’ve seen documentaries on land speculation, driving up land prices 

and need. A lot of profiteering. 
3. Money coming in from out of the country. 
4. How many units do we have? 
5. 30 years ago we took care of 200 units. There were no housing units 

built. (Additions per comments at 02/08/16 meeting) 
6. We were promised it would never be this again. 
7. It’s coming back, which is why we’re distrustful of this process.  
8. We have to have this data before we trust the process. 
9. There was strong language around sharing parking, everyone said this 

wasn’t going to work for residents or for the students. Precludes night 
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school or community college. (Additions per comments at 02/08/16 
meeting) 

10. Transportation studies will try to get a 60% goal of not using cars. 30 
years ago, 40% of students were in their cars, we more than met that 
already. 

xvi. Chris Hanson. Excelsior. 
1. Add “selectively based on this feedback” on the cover of the memos. 

(Additions per comments at 02/08/16 meeting) 
2. There are a lot of things that just don’t fit into parameters because 

they are diametrically opposed to the parameters. 
3. Public Realm. Daily experience for diverse neighbors, but it’s already 

used for parking continue that use. Add that it’s currently and 
continuing to be used for parking. (Additions per comments at 
02/08/16 meeting) 

4. There is nothing that says this land is zoned open space. 
5. There’s nothing as far as with the SFPUC about them getting fair-

market value. Why should a private developer take advantage of 
public assets? 

6. CCSF. Incorporate different needs, no mention of parking as a need. 
7. Urban Design and Neighborhood Character. Provide parking for PAEC. 
8. Public land should stay in public hands. (Additions per comments at 

02/08/16 meeting) 
xvii. Kishan Balgobin. Westwood Park. 

1. It’s interesting see the different perspectives. 
2. At the end, some of us will win and some of us will not. 
3. I am a little saddened by the process. 
4. We have spent a lot of time looking at the parameters and learning 

about the process. 
5. It seems that a lot of the recommendations from Westwood Park have 

not been included. 
6. Provide feedback on why suggestions were not included. 
7. Housing. 85’ is a lot for this neighborhood. Neighborhood cannot 

support 8 or 9 stories. Add language that says “no more than 25’ or 30’ 
on the west side and no more than X feet on the east side.” I don’t 
know what the benefits are going to be provided, but I don’t think 
anything will be worth adding 85’. 

b. Kate Favetti. 
1. Number of principles that need to be addressed. 
2. Reiterate the position of WPA, take City’s legal responsibility to take 

Westwood Park residential character into account. 
3. Ensure that reasonable and appropriate space and distance between 

neighbor’s backyards and the new development’s borders are ensured. 
4. Large open spaces and walking trails; at least 2 acres for the park. 
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5. Private owner backyards are programmed and preserved between Plymouth 
and homeowner’s backyards on the western edge. 

6. Multi-story buildings be built on the eastern edge; no towering development 
looking over backyards. 

7. 10-year process for the BPS Area Plan, which resulted in 40’ height restriction. 
8. Earth berm on Westside of reservoir is preserved and beautified 
9. Carefully consider not disturbing older homes with the earth-moving process 

of construction.  Put assurances that disturbances won’t happen in the RFP. 
 
6. Close of meeting. 

a. Spinali. We want to put something together that we can all feel good about. Our 
intention. We will start with Part B. at our next meeting on February 8, 2016. 

 
7. Adjournment. 
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