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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Quesada Family 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 3:52 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Cc: Howard N. Chung; Wong, Phillip (ECN)
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee
Attachments: Flood 2004.jpg; Flood 2014.jpg

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Quesada Family  
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2015 at 3:09 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee 
To: HNC <hnchung@cclg.net> 
 

Dear Howard, 

Thank you so much for discussing my concerns during your meeting with the Committee.   To give you some 
perspective regarding the flooding in our neighborhood, we've lived here since 1992.  My neighbor's family has 
owned their home since the 1950's.  Neither of us had experienced any flooding prior to 2004 when 
modifications to Ocean Avenue were made.  (Bulbouts, Muni platforms, disabled access ramps and palm trees 
were installed as part of the large beautification/improvement project.  Not sure if other sewer modifications 
were made at that time as well.)  After our initial flood in 2004, DPW's Hydro Engineering department 
determined that the catch basin drain lines on our block had collapsed.  That was repaired in 2005 and we 
thought the problem was solved.  However, with the large storm in 2014, our neighborhood flooded again.  (See 
attached photos of 2004 and 2014 flooding). 
 
The SFPUC's stance is that no sewer system is designed to handle all storm situations.  However, my neighbors 
and I disagree that this is just an issue of heavy rains.  During the December 2014 storm, our neighborhood 
didn't flood at the height of the storm, but about 20 minutes after when all the runoff from Ocean Avenue and 
Holloway reached our neighborhood.   The sewer lines were overwhelmed preventing drainage and wastewater 
came up the floor drains of many homes in this area.  The home at the corner of Urbano and Victoria suffered 
extensive damage (over $100,000.00) and currently has a lawsuit pending. 

My neighbors and I have expressed our concerns to the SFPUC and DPW as to how revamped street design, 
large construction projects, lack of sewer maintenance and cleaning, and SF's requirement to comply with the 
EPA's Clean Water Act have impacted our area.  Since our 2004 flood, several large building projects were 
erected along Ocean Avenue, namely the two housing and retail complexes where Whole Foods is 
located.  This area was once open space and housed a small automotive store.  The EPA itself has warned about 
over development: 

"Rapid development has also caused sewage flows to exceed system capacity in a number of communities. Some have 
tried to be proactive,imposing growth restrictions or building moratoriums until sewer capacity catches up. Many more are 
uncertain of the actual design capacity of their sewer systems, or do not adequately consider it in their planning process. 
Capacity-constrained areas may need additional miles of sewer pipe, bigger interceptors, more underground storage, or 
additional treatment capacity to control their overflows." 
 
http://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/sso_casestudy_control.pdf 
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As I write this email, two additional housing complexes are being erected along Ocean Avenue.   
 
A recent article also addresses how the SFPUC is controlling wastewater discharge and intentionally causing 
sewer lines to backup during heavy rains in order to prevent untreated waste water from entering the Pacific 
Ocean and thus incurring fines.  The article is here: 
 
http://www.sfweekly.com/sanfrancisco/news-san-francisco-sewers-floods-el-nino-sfpuc-wastewater-cayuga-
mission-district/Content?oid=4160430&showFullText=true 
 
 
The SFPUC has agreed to install more catch basins in our area in 2016; however, that only addresses one 
issue.  The other is that there really is nowhere for the additional excess rain water to go.  Common sense 
prevails that if there is nowhere for the water to go, ANY additional demand placed on the system will only 
make our situation worse.   Also, if the SFPUC is regulating how much wastewater is being released during 
times of high demand, is that factored into their analysis for new construction projects?  I think not.   

This City and County of San Francisco 2030 Sewer System Master Plan publication of August 2009 actually 
addresses many of the concerns we have presented to the SFPUC: 
 
http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=593 

In summary, the SFPUC is hoping to repair/replace portions of San Francisco's aging sewer system as part of 
their 2030 Urban Watershed Project.  Yes, 2030!   Yet, the SFPUC continues to place additional demands on a 
system that is riddled with "high risk" sewer lines that are over 100 years old and that is also impacted by 
limited resources to perform necessary routine maintenance such as regular catch basin and sewer line 
cleaning.  Restrictions should be in place, and deficiencies must be addressed, before any new construction 
project is allowed to tap into our existing sewer system.  In addition, the SFPUC should be required to use some 
or all of the Balboa Reservoir land to create a much needed retention basin or other storm water storage facility 
to resolve the growing flood issues in San Francisco.    

Thank you again Howard for your time and assistance with this matter.  My neighbors and I are thankful that 
the Committee is now aware of our flooding concerns.    
 
Sincerely, 

Vanessa Quesada 
 
 

Right-
click 
here to  
downloa
d 
pictures.  
To help 
protect 
your 
privacy, 
Outlo ok 
prevente
d 
auto mati
c 
downloa
d o f this  
picture 
from the  
In ternet.

 

This email has been sent from a virus-free computer protected by Avast.  
www.avast.com  

 







1

Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 5:40 PM
To: Martin, Michael (ECN); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Exline, Susan (CPC); 

Wong, Phillip (ECN); Lisa Spinali; Westwood Park Association; BRCAC (ECN); Brigitte 
Davila; Robert Muehlbauer; Howard Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan 
Winston

Cc: SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Save CCSF Coalition; Mormino, 
Matthias (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Norman Yee

Subject: Re: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/  Fundamental flaw

Mr.Martin-- 
 
I truly appreciate the fact that you have gone to the effort to respond to an ordinary citizen.  
 
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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From: "Martin, Michael (ECN)" <michael.martin@sfgov.org> 
To: "ajahjah@att.net" <ajahjah@att.net>; "Lesk, Emily (ECN)" <emily.lesk@sfgov.org>; "Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)" 
<jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>; "Exline, Susan (CPC)" <susan.exline@sfgov.org>; "Wong, Phillip (ECN)" 
<phillip.c.wong@sfgov.org>; Lisa Spinali <sunnyside.president@gmail.com>; Westwood Park Association 
<board@westwoodpark.com>; BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Brigitte Davila <bd@brigittedavila.com>; Robert 
Muehlbauer <rmuehlbauer@live.com>; Howard Chung <hnchung@yahoo.com>; Rebecca Lee 
<tsaiweilee@hotmail.com>; Christine Godinez <cgodinez@lwhs.org>; Jonathan Winston 
<jon.winston.brcac@outlook.com>  
Cc: SNA Brick <brc.sna@gmail.com>; "wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com" 
<wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com>; Save CCSF Coalition <save.ccsf.coalition@gmail.com>; "Mormino, 
Matthias (BOS)" <matthias.mormino@sfgov.org>; "Low, Jen (BOS)" <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Norman Yee 
<norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 11:36 AM 
Subject: RE: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/ Fundamental flaw 
 
Dear Mr. Ja- 
Thank you for your email.  I note the comment in the body of your email is reflective of your emailed comment 
regarding the Transportation parameters as well.  While we will make sure to formally respond to your comments 
as part of our aggregated responses top comments submitted to the BRCAC, I did want to provide you with my 
own reactions to the points you have made.   
  
In particular, I wanted to make it clear that we at the City share your outlook on what any proposed housing 
project should do to address its effects on its neighbors, and that our work with the CAC is in no way trying to 
force the neighborhood to mitigate impacts of the project.  Rather, by giving the CAC and the community at large 
an opportunity to make their concerns and constraints clear in the development parameters and RFP documents 
we hope to ensure that any project proposal is formed with these neighborhood considerations as its 
foundation.  While the issues that have been raised present challenges we feel that the only way to approach 
dealing with them is through analytical focus and further community engagement on what the potential solutions 
may be.  Input like yours is critical for this effort and we appreciate it. 
  
In addition, on the Transportation front, I did want to add that our work on the broader Transportation Demand 
Management Study is an opportunity to take a look at the transportation dynamics in the neighborhood beyond 
the Reservoir project dialogue to see if we can do things that make it more possible for those residents who 
choose other transportation options to be able to make that choice.  Studies have shown that a change in the 
travel decisions of a relatively small number of automobile drivers can have a disproportionately large effect on 
traffic congestion.  Accordingly, we think it’s worth expending some resources outside of the timeline and scope 
of the Balboa Reservoir project to see if we can make some headway in crafting a more efficient transportation 
strategy for the surrounding neighborhoods under study.  Our goal is to create options, not narrow them. 
  
Thanks again for your continued input in the Balboa Reservoir CAC process.  Happy Holidays.  –Mike Martin 
  
  
************ 
Michael Martin 
City and County of San Francisco 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Office: (415) 554-6937 
Mobile: (415) 235-2171 
  
 

From: ajahjah@att.net [mailto:ajahjah@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 5:26 PM 
To: Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan (CPC); Wong, Phillip (ECN); Lisa Spinali; 
Westwood Park Association; BRCAC (ECN); Brigitte Davila; Robert Muehlbauer; Howard Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine 
Godinez; Jonathan Winston 
Cc: SNA Brick; wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Save CCSF Coalition; Mormino, Matthias (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); 
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Norman Yee 
Subject: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/ Fundamental flaw 
  
  

OEWD, Planning Dept, CAC: 
  
I have commented on your CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters in the attached PDF file. 
  
********************************** 
  
Aside from the CCSF Principles & Parameters that I have commented on within the attachment, I wish to 
offer a general critique of the overall context of the various Memos/ Principles & Parameters that have 
been issued by City Staff so far. 
  
The Memos and Principles & Parameters have a fundamental flaw. 
  
The fundamental flaw is that the Reservoir Project places itself as the priority.  This is contrary to the 
basic concept of environmental review which places prime consideration on the impact of a new project 
on the existing setting and conditions in and around a project area.  
  
Instead of designing the BR Project to fit in with CCSF and Sunnyside,  Ingleside and Westwood Park, 
the Principles & Parameters have called upon CCSF and the surrounding neighborhoods to make 
substantial adjustments to make up for the new  Project's potential adverse environmental 
impacts.   This point of view  is upside-down.  
  
The burden of mitigation of the Project 's impact has been shifted to CCSF and the 
neighborhoods.   This is improper and unfair.  
  
It is the BR Project's obligation to shoulder the main burden to mitigate impact on the existing 
impactees(?) of CCSF students and staff, Ingleside, Westwood Park, and Sunnyside.  The burden 
should not be dumped on those who are being impacted. 
  
The Planning Department's own "Initial Study Checklist" lists "Public Services" as one of the 
environmental factors that could be affected by a new project.  Neither the AECOM Studies nor the 
Principles & Parameters address this "public service" factor head-on. 
  
CCSF constitutes an exceeding important public service, not just for the localized area, nor for the 
people in San Francisco alone, but for the entire Bay Area.  CCSF provides affordable and accessible 
high-quality education for the Bay Area. This essential public service should not be negatively impacted 
by the BR Project.  
  
The CCSF Memo's P & P #4 correctly states that Reservoir development should not negatively impact 
CCSF's educational mission and operational needs.  However when it comes to the details written in 
Parameters 4a & 4b, all it talks about is minimizing disruption during the construction phase.  It fails to 
address the overall potential adverse impact on the public service that CCSF provides. 
  
City Staff has received substantial input regarding the BR project.  Please incorporate the community's 
input into your Principles & Parameters--especially input regarding big picture impacts. 
  



4

Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident 
  
  
 



  

 

 

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

Date: December 4, 2015 

Subject: Development Parameters on the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Relationship with City 
College, for Discussion at the December 14, 2015 CAC Meeting 

 
 
This memorandum pertains to the upcoming discussion of the Balboa Reservoir development’s 
relationship to City College, for discussion at the CAC meeting scheduled for December 14, 2015. 
City staff propose the following draft parameters based on community feedback to date and 
conversations with City College staff, combined with our professional understanding of 
development and public policy considerations. In preparation for December 14th, please review this 
memo, share it with your respective constituencies and solicit comments, and be prepared to 
provide feedback at the CAC meeting.  
 
As described at prior CAC meetings, these parameters (along with the others discussed to date) will 
help inform the selection of a high-quality developer partner for the Balboa Reservoir site. This 
selection will occur through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process in which prospective developers 
will propose concept-level ideas for development at the site. In addition to their experience and the 
proposal’s financial feasibility, these proposals will be evaluated on how they adhere to these 
“Relationship with City College” parameters. Please note that the writing of these guiding 
parameters is just the beginning and that the winning proposal will be refined over several rounds 
of design development with feedback from the City, community members, and the CAC.  
 
It is our experience that the RFP process is most successful when the development parameters 
balance (1) setting clear expectations about City and community priorities and (2) providing 
flexibility for proposals to creatively meet and exceed those priorities.  The best responses allow for 
continued, iterative work after the developer selection and, ultimately, the strongest end result. The 
draft parameters below seek to strike that balance by providing high-level guidance on important 
considerations related to City College.  
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Over the last year, City Staff has received substantial public feedback about the proposed Balboa 
Reservoir project as it relates to City College. This feedback, which underpins the proposed 
parameters below, can be referenced online at the following websites. 
 

- Memoranda summarizing community feedback provided at January, 2015 and May, 2015 
community workshops, at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3989#materials. 

- Meeting minutes, recording, and written correspondence documenting public comment 
received as part of the Balboa Reservoir CAC process, at http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224. 
 
 

PROPOSED PARAMETERS REGARDING 
PROJECT’s RELATIONSHIP TO CITY COLLEGE 

Principle #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. 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. 

c. If on-site commercial space is developed, explore including retail and non-profit tenants 
that will meet the needs of the City College students, faculty and staff in addition to serving 
residents and the site’s immediate neighbors. 

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. 

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. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3989#materials
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224
aj2015
Sticky Note
The fundamental BR Project's relationship to CCSF should be this:

 The Project must adapt to the existing conditions of the surrounding area.

CCSF constitutes the main economic, educational, cultural, physical feature in the reservoir area.

BR Project must adapt to CCSF's needs; not the other way around.  

aj2015
Sticky Note
"Some" should be changed to "most."

Since one of the main goals is reduction of car usage, it would make sense that BR residents 
 work in the immediate area.  

Residents could walk to work.

This should include those who work at other schools in the area as well (Denman, Balboa, Lick -Wilmerding, Sunnyside, Aptos. Riordan, St. Finn-Barr).

aj2015
Sticky Note
This sounds like an answer in search of problem.

Would this resolve an existing problem?

aj2015
Highlight

aj2015
Sticky Note
The existing setting is already an open space.

The CCSF constituents can see the ocean and the Farralones from the Science Building classrooms and Science Circle.

Developers should not be allowed to sell/rent/lease  ocean-view residences as market-rate "unaffordable" properties.

Development should minimize obstructing the view of the ocean from Science Circle.
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Principle #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.  

c. 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. 

d. 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. 

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. 

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

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

Draft Parameters: 
a. Phase and schedule construction activity to minimize access and noise impacts to 

neighbors, including City College. 

b. 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. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
The current existing physical setting/environment is the fact that West Reservoir is used for CCSF student parking.

How will the Reservoir Project mitigate the elimination of student parking without placing the burden on students?
  
The main obligation to mitigate car usage and parking problems should fall on the BR project and its residents.  

CCSF and neighbors should not shoulder the main responsiblility to mitigate this problem.

aj2015
Sticky Note
BR Project is shifting the burden of TDM onto CCSF students to meet BR Project's mode split project.  Once again BR Project is shifting the burden to CCSF.   

Priorities are reversed:  BR residents need to carry its own burden of restricting car ownership/usage and parking issues.

aj2015
Sticky Note
This should be a requirement --not just exploring a possibility-- for the BR project to mitigate the physical elimination of existing parking for students.

aj2015
Sticky Note
another indication of inverted priorities.

CCSF stakeholders (students, community, staff, faculty) should be able to participate actively--not just via CAC comments--in BR Project decision-making.

The key stakeholders should be the students and community; not the BR Project.  

BR Reservoir should not be put in the position of participating  in CCSF planning/decision-making because this would give the BR Project inordinate influence over CCSF decisions that may be at odds with the interests of CCSF students.

This is a conflict-of-interest issue.



aj2015
Sticky Note
Existing conceptual flaws and priorities in BR Principles & Parameters still need major changes.

BR Principles & Parameters need to acknowledge that CCSF Ocean Campus provides a public service that should not be sacrificed for the BR Project.


aj2015
Sticky Note
This principle should be the overarching principle for the entire Reservoir Project.  

BUT:
The two  Draft Parameters (4a & 4b) are just perfunctory afterthoughts that do not express the fundamental principle of not allowing the Project to nagatively impact CCSF.

Parameters "a" and "b" only deal with the construction phase.

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
Moving people from cars to bikes, MUNI is fine as an ideal/goal. 

However, the real world needs of students and faculty to manage time (juggling family, work, school in different locations) must be accommodated.

Main burden of restricting car usage should fall on BR residents.
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Jennifer Heggie <jdheggie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2015 4:17 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Question re scope and timing of the TDMs

Rather than a comment, I have a request. 
 
My understanding is that the TDM that was started this Quarter will continue and expand to include Sunnyside 
and Westwood Park beginning around February 2016 and require some additional months to be completed. I 
would like to request that the neighborhoods be provided an opportunity to comment on the completed study, as 
congestion was the #1 concern for my neighborhood, Sunnyside.  
 
In addition, because congestion is a key concern for this project, any RFP should not be sent until we have a had 
a chance to comment on the results of the TDM. 
 
Thank you for your serious consideration. 
 
Jennifer Heggie 
Sunnyside resident 
--  
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: r and k favetti <woloso1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2015 1:15 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Yee, Norman (BOS); Sue.Exline@sfgov.org; Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Lesk, 

Emily (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Wong, Phillip (ECN); 
sunnyside.president@gmail.com; BRCAC (ECN); Anita Theoharis; Kathy Beitiks; Caryl Ito; 
Tim Emert; Linda Judge; Ravi Krishnaswamy

Subject: WPA position on Draft Transportation Principles and Parameters
Attachments: WPA Position 1 to 1 parking 12-12-15.pdf

Dear Mr. Rahaim 
 
First and foremost, on behalf of the Westwood Park Association Board (WPA),  I want to thank you for the work you and 
your staff are doing to engage the community on the Proposed Balboa Reservoir Development Plan.  As you know this 
project will have a significant impact on this area and specifically our neighborhood which directly abuts the proposed 
project.   
 
This letter addresses Transportation Principles and Parameters, specifically Principle # 3 Manage parking availability for 
those residents who require it.  This section states:  “Build residential parking for the entire site at a ratio that is 
appropriate for a site near a transit station area, at a maximum residential ratio of 0.5 parking spaces per housing unit.”
 
The Board of the Westwood Park Association respectfully disagrees and has voted unanimously to recommend a 
minimum of 1:1 parking ratio consistent with the position of the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Board of Directors 
Kate Favetti, President; Anita Theoharis, Vice‐President; Kathy Beitiks, Secretary; Caryl Ito, Co‐Treasurer; Tim Emert, 
Linda Judge, Ravi Krishnaswamy, Members at Large 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2015 8:37 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Cc: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: Energy Creation and Storage (Balboa Reservoir)

Sustainability - Concept 
 
What if we were able to "store" energy at the site for use in electricity? Homes fed solar connected back to a 
centralized area for public needs, such as train operation, bus systems, lighting and heating.  Solar Battery 
storage systems are coming more mainline and thus with water-storage, wind, and electricity there could be 
potential with the geothermal efforts adjacent at CCSF to be thinking outside the box on solutions for energy on 
the SFPUC site...  
 
http://www.solarenergystorage.org/en/solarbatterien-werden-wirtschaftlich/ 
 
Water Hogs also store in small scale for homes, but horizontal and vertical storage systems integrated in walls 
or accessible spaces could be an interesting approach to the future needs of the site... If planned for and 
coordinated.  
 
A.Goodman D11 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 13, 2015 9:35 AM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: BRCAC - (3) Topics to be covered in (1) proposed meeting - this needs to be split up to 

provide the public time for input on draft parameters.

BRCAC members 
 
As occurred in the Housing and Transit meetings on the discussion of the proposed Balboa Reservoir future 
use/development proposed for the public land to housing formula. There was not enough time, nor adequate 
allowance for discussion on the numerous  draft principles.  
 
Initially the BRCAC tackled the items point by point allowing public comment on each item. This may have 
been time consuming, but was appropriate considering the communities concerns and requirement by city 
agencies to allow for a "conversation" with the community on what they want or need or envision for the future 
site.  
 
The housing and transportation meetings were heavily attended, and presentations by city officials lengthy 
taking up most of the time in the meetings. This couple with the BRCAC comment left little time for public 
comment, which pretends to involve community, but in its rushing through in the last transportation subject 
meeting, leads to concerns that the effort by the city is to "push-this-through" vs. listening attentively and 
making adjustments when required.  
 
I would like to re-point the BRCAC to its own "ground-rules" which should be applicable to the CAC, the 
Agencies involved, and the general public as ground rules. 
 
a) let people finish their comments (this is not a race, and we all should be afforded time to record or submit our 
comments written or verbal, accurately) 
b) suspend judgement, MAKE TIME TO LISTEN, PROCESS AND REFLECT.... (not occurring currently) 
c) gear towards solutions, (make tools available to discuss and look seriously at options submitted)  
d) don't take more time than is "allotted" - presentations taking more time should than allow for more public 
speaking time, not less... 
 
The upcoming December 14th meeting has way more material than can be properly and adequately covered in a 
public meeting. The recently posted documents on sustainability, ccsf role, and additional parameters for 
public benefits, can easily be seen as 3 separate meetings.  
 
The transportation item was shortened, and many in the public felt that the individual draft parameters would be 
reviewed by the CAC individually with time to speak publicly on each as desired/needed.  
 
This means the BRCAC should seriously consider whether they should hold separate meetings or allow for an 
extended period to submit comments on the Dec. 14th meeting.  
 
Thank you for considering this issue as a panel.  
 
Sincerely  
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Aaron Goodman D11 resident 
Seat 8 BPSCAC - Families and Children 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: ajahjah@att.net
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 8:36 AM
To: Lisa Spinali
Cc: BRCAC (ECN); Westwood Park Association; Brigitte Davila; Robert Muehlbauer; Howard 

Chung; Rebecca Lee; Christine Godinez; Jonathan Winston; SNA Brick; 
wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Susan Lamb; Guy Lease; 
mzacovic@ccsf.edu; Steve Bruckman; Jeff Hamilton; mlam@ccsf.edu; R. Mandelman; 
Thea Selby; Amy Bacharach; Steve Ngo; Alex Randolph; Bouchra Simmons; John Rizzo

Subject: Re: 12/14/2015 Agenda

Thank you, Lisa!   
 

From: Lisa Spinali <sunnyside.president@gmail.com> 
To: ajahjah@att.net  
Cc: BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; Westwood Park Association <board@westwoodpark.com>; Brigitte Davila 
<bd@brigittedavila.com>; Robert Muehlbauer <rmuehlbauer@live.com>; Howard Chung <hnchung@yahoo.com>; 
Rebecca Lee <tsaiweilee@hotmail.com>; Christine Godinez <cgodinez@lwhs.org>; Jonathan Winston 
<jon.winston.brcac@outlook.com>; SNA Brick <brc.sna@gmail.com>; "wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com" 
<wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com>; Susan Lamb <slamb@ccsf.edu>; Guy Lease <glease@ccsf.edu>; 
"mzacovic@ccsf.edu" <mzacovic@ccsf.edu>; Steve Bruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; Jeff Hamilton 
<jhamilton@ccsf.edu>; "mlam@ccsf.edu" <mlam@ccsf.edu>; R. Mandelman <rafaelmandelman@yahoo.com>; Thea 
Selby <thea@nextstepsmarketing.com>; Amy Bacharach <abacharach@ccsf.edu>; Steve Ngo <stevengo@ccsf.edu>; 
Alex Randolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; Bouchra Simmons <boucheron@europe.com>; John Rizzo 
<jrizzo@sprintmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 7:54 AM 
Subject: Re: 12/14/2015 Agenda 
 
Alvin, 
I work with the City Team to develop the agendas.  For this meeting, we will spend as much time as is 
needed for CCSF.  We will cover the Sustainability topic quickly and then move to CCSF.  We will stay 
on CCSF until all points are covered.  Our goal is to have as much time as possible focused on 
CCSF.   If we have to move additional benefits to a future meeting, we will do that and that is why that 
item is last.  I hope this clarifies our approach to this evening's meeting agenda design. 
Lisa 
 
 

On Mon, Dec 14, 2015 at 1:20 AM, <ajahjah@att.net> wrote: 
 
BR CAC-- 
 
As you should know by now, I am of the opinion that the BR Project has severely underplayed CCSF's 
importance to the City and Bay Area. 
 
I feel that the minimizing of the importance of CCSF is reflected in the 12/14/2015 Agenda: 
 
Out of the 95 minute total for discussion, Sustainability is allocated 35 minutes (37% of total 
time);  CCSF is allocated 35 minutes (37%); Additional Benefits is allocated 25 minutes (26%).  The 
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allocation of time does not reflect the relative importance of these three topics.  Additional Benefits is 
not deserving of 26% of discussion time; it's mainly vaporware. 
 
I propose that time allocation, in terms of relative importance, would more appropriately be rearranged:
 
CCSF--60 minutes minimum  (63%) 
Sustainability--25 minutes (26%) 
Additional Benefits--10 minutes (11%) 
 
I request that CAC weigh the relative importance of the three topics when allocating time for discussion.
 
Thank you for taking this under consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident 
CCSF lifelong learning student 
 

 
 
 
 
--  
Lisa Spinali 
President, Sunnyside Neighborhood Association 
 
Building our community every day 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Wendy Aragon <wendolyn.aragon@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 12:28 PM
To: ajahjah@att.net
Cc: Iwata, Ryan (PUC); CAC@sfwater.org; BRCAC (ECN); SNA Brick; 

wpa.balboa.reservoir@westwoodpark.com; Saveccsf Info; Brigitte Davila; Steve 
Bruckman; Susan Lamb; mzacovic@ccsf.edu; Shaw, Linda (MYR); Jeff Hamilton; Exline, 
Susan (CPC); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Lesk, Emily (ECN); Martin, Michael (ECN); Guy Lease; 
Mormino, Matthias (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)

Subject: Re: 12/15/2015 PUC CAC Meeting input on Item 6: Balboa Reservoir

Hi Alvin, 
 
I meant to get back to your earlier email. Our presentation is much more an informational than the Balboa 
Reservoir CAC's. That being said, as you know I've been aligned with the CCSF community's position on what 
should happen with the Balboa Reservoir. So even if our presentation is solely informational, it's important to 
have the members of the public there so that should we take action, like writing an advocacy resolution, then we 
have some direction to take it forward. I would be interested in championing that.  
 
Jessica and Ryan,   
 
Can we please print Alvin's attachment for reference during public comment? 
 
-Wendy 
 
On Dec 13, 2015, at 2:22 AM, <ajahjah@att.net> <ajahjah@att.net> wrote: 

SFPUC CAC-- 
 
I have reviewed the Powerpoint presentation link for Agenda Item 6 "Balboa Reservoir 
Context and Overview." 
 
 
OEWD and Planning has conducted 5 (6, by the  time you meet on 12/15/2015) Balboa 
Reservoir CAC Meetings since August 2015.  During this time, OEWD and Planning has 
gotten extensive feedback from the community regarding the Reservoir project. 
 
 
One of my main points of contention is that OEWD had initially presented the "Context and 
Overview" in a very limited and isolated context of the Reservoir Project, in and of itself.  It 
had for the most part ignored the substantial environmental impacts upon the surrounding 
existing setting.  The Powerpoint for Agenda Item 6 continues this POV of narrow context 
and narrow overview. 
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Fortunately, as the below exchange between me and Mike Martin demonstrates, OEWD 
appears to be acknowledging the importance of addressing the concerns of the 
neighborhoods and CCSF stakeholders (students, community, faculty, staff). 
 
 
The Powerpoint presentation fails to reflect feedback from several months of community 
feedback.  I request that PUC CAC ask OEWD to present community feedback regarding 
the project's adverse impacts on the existing context and setting of the surrounding 
area.  Only then would a presentation be able to accurately reflect "context and overview." 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alvin Ja  
 
Sunnyside resident 
CCSF lifelong learning student 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: "Martin, Michael (ECN)" <michael.martin@sfgov.org> 
To: "ajahjah@att.net" <ajahjah@att.net>; "Lesk, Emily (ECN)" <emily.lesk@sfgov.org>; "Shaw, Jeremy 
(CPC)" <jeremy.shaw@sfgov.org>; "Exline,  
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 11:36 AM 
 

 
 
Subject: RE: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/ Fundamental flaw 
 
Dear Mr. Ja- 
Thank you for your email.  I note the comment in the body of your email is reflective of your emailed 
comment regarding the Transportation parameters as well.  While we will make sure to formally 
respond to your comments as part of our aggregated responses top comments submitted to the 
BRCAC, I did want to provide you with my own reactions to the points you have made.   
  
In particular, I wanted to make it clear that we at the City share your outlook on what any proposed 
housing project should do to address its effects on its neighbors, and that our work with the CAC 
is in no way trying to force the neighborhood to mitigate impacts of the project.  Rather, by giving 
the CAC and the community at large an opportunity to make their concerns and constraints clear 
in the development parameters and RFP documents we hope to ensure that any project proposal 
is formed with these neighborhood considerations as its foundation.  While the issues that have 
been raised present challenges we feel that the only way to approach dealing with them is through 
analytical focus and further community engagement on what the potential solutions may be.  Input 
like yours is critical for this effort and we appreciate it. 
  
In addition, on the Transportation front, I did want to add that our work on the broader 
Transportation Demand Management Study is an opportunity to take a look at the transportation 
dynamics in the neighborhood beyond the Reservoir project dialogue to see if we can do things 
that make it more possible for those residents who choose other transportation options to be able 
to make that choice.  Studies have shown that a change in the travel decisions of a relatively small 
number of automobile drivers can have a disproportionately large effect on traffic 
congestion.  Accordingly, we think it’s worth expending some resources outside of the timeline and 
scope of the Balboa Reservoir project to see if we can make some headway in crafting a more 
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efficient transportation strategy for the surrounding neighborhoods under study.  Our goal is to 
create options, not narrow them. 
  
Thanks again for your continued input in the Balboa Reservoir CAC process.  Happy Holidays.  –
Mike Martin 
  
  
************ 
Michael Martin 
City and County of San Francisco 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Office: (415) 554-6937 
Mobile: (415) 235-2171 
  
 

From: ajahjah@att.net [mailto:ajahjah@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 5:26 PM 
To: Lesk, Emily (ECN); Shaw, Jeremy (CPC); Martin, Michael (ECN); Exline, Susan (CPC); Wong, Phillip 
(ECN); Lisa Spinali; Westwood Park  
 
 
 
Subject: Comment on CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters/ Fundamental flaw 
  
  

OEWD, Planning Dept, CAC: 
  
I have commented on your CCSF Relationship Memo/Principles & Parameters in the 
attached PDF file. 
  
********************************** 
  
Aside from the CCSF Principles & Parameters that I have commented on within the 
attachment, I wish to offer a general critique of the overall context of the various Memos/ 
Principles & Parameters that have been issued by City Staff so far. 
  
The Memos and Principles & Parameters have a fundamental flaw. 
  
The fundamental flaw is that the Reservoir Project places itself as the priority.  This is 
contrary to the basic concept of environmental review which places prime consideration 
on the impact of a new project on the existing setting and conditions in and around a 
project area.  
  
Instead of designing the BR Project to fit in with CCSF and Sunnyside,  Ingleside and 
Westwood Park, the Principles & Parameters have called upon CCSF and the surrounding 
neighborhoods to make substantial adjustments to make up for the new  Project's 
potential adverse environmental impacts.   This point of view  is upside-down.  
  
The burden of mitigation of the Project 's impact has been shifted to CCSF and the 
neighborhoods.   This is improper and unfair.  
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It is the BR Project's obligation to shoulder the main burden to mitigate impact on the 
existing impactees(?) of CCSF students and staff, Ingleside, Westwood Park, and 
Sunnyside.  The burden should not be dumped on those who are being impacted. 
  
The Planning Department's own "Initial Study Checklist" lists "Public Services" as one of 
the environmental factors that could be affected by a new project.  Neither the AECOM 
Studies nor the Principles & Parameters address this "public service" factor head-on. 
  
CCSF constitutes an exceeding important public service, not just for the localized area, nor 
for the people in San Francisco alone, but for the entire Bay Area.  CCSF provides 
affordable and accessible high-quality education for the Bay Area. This essential public 
service should not be negatively impacted by the BR Project.  
  
The CCSF Memo's P & P #4 correctly states that Reservoir development should not 
negatively impact CCSF's educational mission and operational needs.  However when it 
comes to the details written in Parameters 4a & 4b, all it talks about is minimizing 
disruption during the construction phase.  It fails to address the overall potential adverse 
impact on the public service that CCSF provides. 
  
City Staff has received substantial input regarding the BR project.  Please incorporate the 
community's input into your Principles & Parameters--especially input regarding big picture 
impacts. 
  
Submitted by: 
Alvin Ja 
Sunnyside resident 
 

<aj comments-- MEMO on CCSF Principles and Parameters.pdf> 



  

 

 

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

Date: December 4, 2015 

Subject: Development Parameters on the Balboa Reservoir Project’s Relationship with City 
College, for Discussion at the December 14, 2015 CAC Meeting 

 
 
This memorandum pertains to the upcoming discussion of the Balboa Reservoir development’s 
relationship to City College, for discussion at the CAC meeting scheduled for December 14, 2015. 
City staff propose the following draft parameters based on community feedback to date and 
conversations with City College staff, combined with our professional understanding of 
development and public policy considerations. In preparation for December 14th, please review this 
memo, share it with your respective constituencies and solicit comments, and be prepared to 
provide feedback at the CAC meeting.  
 
As described at prior CAC meetings, these parameters (along with the others discussed to date) will 
help inform the selection of a high-quality developer partner for the Balboa Reservoir site. This 
selection will occur through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process in which prospective developers 
will propose concept-level ideas for development at the site. In addition to their experience and the 
proposal’s financial feasibility, these proposals will be evaluated on how they adhere to these 
“Relationship with City College” parameters. Please note that the writing of these guiding 
parameters is just the beginning and that the winning proposal will be refined over several rounds 
of design development with feedback from the City, community members, and the CAC.  
 
It is our experience that the RFP process is most successful when the development parameters 
balance (1) setting clear expectations about City and community priorities and (2) providing 
flexibility for proposals to creatively meet and exceed those priorities.  The best responses allow for 
continued, iterative work after the developer selection and, ultimately, the strongest end result. The 
draft parameters below seek to strike that balance by providing high-level guidance on important 
considerations related to City College.  
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Over the last year, City Staff has received substantial public feedback about the proposed Balboa 
Reservoir project as it relates to City College. This feedback, which underpins the proposed 
parameters below, can be referenced online at the following websites. 
 

- Memoranda summarizing community feedback provided at January, 2015 and May, 2015 
community workshops, at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3989#materials. 

- Meeting minutes, recording, and written correspondence documenting public comment 
received as part of the Balboa Reservoir CAC process, at http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224. 
 
 

PROPOSED PARAMETERS REGARDING 
PROJECT’s RELATIONSHIP TO CITY COLLEGE 

Principle #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. 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. 

c. If on-site commercial space is developed, explore including retail and non-profit tenants 
that will meet the needs of the City College students, faculty and staff in addition to serving 
residents and the site’s immediate neighbors. 

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. 

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. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3989#materials
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4224
aj2015
Sticky Note
The fundamental BR Project's relationship to CCSF should be this:

 The Project must adapt to the existing conditions of the surrounding area.

CCSF constitutes the main economic, educational, cultural, physical feature in the reservoir area.

BR Project must adapt to CCSF's needs; not the other way around.  

aj2015
Sticky Note
"Some" should be changed to "most."

Since one of the main goals is reduction of car usage, it would make sense that BR residents 
 work in the immediate area.  

Residents could walk to work.

This should include those who work at other schools in the area as well (Denman, Balboa, Lick -Wilmerding, Sunnyside, Aptos. Riordan, St. Finn-Barr).

aj2015
Sticky Note
This sounds like an answer in search of problem.

Would this resolve an existing problem?

aj2015
Highlight

aj2015
Sticky Note
The existing setting is already an open space.

The CCSF constituents can see the ocean and the Farralones from the Science Building classrooms and Science Circle.

Developers should not be allowed to sell/rent/lease  ocean-view residences as market-rate "unaffordable" properties.

Development should minimize obstructing the view of the ocean from Science Circle.
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Principle #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.  

c. 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. 

d. 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. 

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. 

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

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

Draft Parameters: 
a. Phase and schedule construction activity to minimize access and noise impacts to 

neighbors, including City College. 

b. 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. 

aj2015
Sticky Note
The current existing physical setting/environment is the fact that West Reservoir is used for CCSF student parking.

How will the Reservoir Project mitigate the elimination of student parking without placing the burden on students?
  
The main obligation to mitigate car usage and parking problems should fall on the BR project and its residents.  

CCSF and neighbors should not shoulder the main responsiblility to mitigate this problem.

aj2015
Sticky Note
BR Project is shifting the burden of TDM onto CCSF students to meet BR Project's mode split project.  Once again BR Project is shifting the burden to CCSF.   

Priorities are reversed:  BR residents need to carry its own burden of restricting car ownership/usage and parking issues.

aj2015
Sticky Note
This should be a requirement --not just exploring a possibility-- for the BR project to mitigate the physical elimination of existing parking for students.

aj2015
Sticky Note
another indication of inverted priorities.

CCSF stakeholders (students, community, staff, faculty) should be able to participate actively--not just via CAC comments--in BR Project decision-making.

The key stakeholders should be the students and community; not the BR Project.  

BR Reservoir should not be put in the position of participating  in CCSF planning/decision-making because this would give the BR Project inordinate influence over CCSF decisions that may be at odds with the interests of CCSF students.

This is a conflict-of-interest issue.
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Sticky Note
Existing conceptual flaws and priorities in BR Principles & Parameters still need major changes.

BR Principles & Parameters need to acknowledge that CCSF Ocean Campus provides a public service that should not be sacrificed for the BR Project.


aj2015
Sticky Note
This principle should be the overarching principle for the entire Reservoir Project.  

BUT:
The two  Draft Parameters (4a & 4b) are just perfunctory afterthoughts that do not express the fundamental principle of not allowing the Project to nagatively impact CCSF.

Parameters "a" and "b" only deal with the construction phase.

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
Moving people from cars to bikes, MUNI is fine as an ideal/goal. 

However, the real world needs of students and faculty to manage time (juggling family, work, school in different locations) must be accommodated.

Main burden of restricting car usage should fall on BR residents.
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 5:25 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Cc: Shaw, Jeremy (CPC)
Subject: BRCAC - meeting on Sustainability / CCSF / Alternative Uses
Attachments: BRCAC_2015_12_14_memo.pdf

  As we may not have time to indicate all the issues in relation to the topics to be covered tonight please see my 
attached memo.  
Drafted with the time I have available.  
 
A.Goodman  
 
D11 Resident  
BPSCAC (Seat 8) Families and Children  
 
 
 



Aaron Goodman  

25 Lisbon St.  

SF, CA 94112 

 

Balboa Reservoir CAC  

brcac@sfgov.org  

 

RE:  BRCAC meeting on Dec. 14th, 2015 6:15pm  

 
 

Committee Members; 

 

I write to you not knowing if I will be able to discuss fully the issues noted that will be covered at tonights meeting 

but hope to include some basic items for your info. in advance as considerations.  

 

 

Sustainability Parameters 

 

 

1) Items 1,2,3 please add an item on code requirements on the Feasibility information, code requirements, 

and a formal study for the inclusion of a larger body of water (Reservoir Development) and the required 

Army Corp of Engineer’s approvals for a new proposal for water-retention on site and processing of 

water/sewage on site.   

2) Item 5 – regarding 100% renewable energy, there is no mention of energy STORAGE and the possibilities 

of the large land site housing energy battery storage systems from electricity generation, and water 

retention and co-generation capability. Solar, Geo-thermal (existing @ CCSF) and possibly connecting this 

to the requirements for energy creation and storage on site.  

3) Principal #1 – please add the reduction or elimination of emisssions from regrading, and construction, 

transportation of materials to the site. Including 100% realization of electricity in all new developments 

AND construction processes on and off-site during manufacturing.  

4) Principal #1 – e – please note that the inclusion of a washer/dryer in every unit is not an energy efficient 

solution. Shared facilities and co-op shared areas are required to reduce actual individual use of facilities.  

5) Principal #2 – roofs and gutter systems along with retainage ponds, and reservoirs that collect and 

process the water and waste systems on site should be included in the overall planning and construction 

of the facilities.  

6) Principal #3 – Prior stormwater “water-game” sessions held by the SFPUC at multiple sites (SFSU-CSU and 

Golden Gate Park) had board games where the majority of people placed large storage and retention 

facilities at the Balboa Reservoir Site to collect storm and run-off at the high points due to the larger area 

available on site for collection prior and currently. Designs should prioritize inventive “lake-front” housing 

solutions that incorporate a water-body as a central element (*Example given prior of Woodlake housing 

Condo development in San Mateo as an architectural precedent). 

7) Principal #3-C – please include the wording RESERVOIR(S) in the type of stormwater management tools 

available to be incorporated as design concepts.  

8) Principle #4 –A – please correct the sentence to include “a comprehensive network of PUBLIC parks,”  

9) Principle #4-A- please include a reference under item “f” to include in the community garden the idea of 

“vertical” garden platforms, in public or private areas, and to provide “green-houses” for more difficult to 

grow plants during winter months.  

mailto:brcac@sfgov.org


10) Principle #5 – Air Quality – please include the review of air impact quality during periods of DEMOLITION 

and CONSTRUCTION especially for FUEL TRUCKS, and CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES including filters and 

systems attached to vehicle exhaust to prevent fumes and toxic air around communities and the city 

during construction.  

11) Principle #5-C – emphasize the importance of ENFORCEMENT of no-idling, with increased fines, and 

monitoring of vehicles during start/end periods of work shifts on site.  

12) Principle #5 – please include the issue of MICRO-CLIMATE conditions on site and the concerns due to the 

issue of MOLD and fog-conditions, with the increase in height, air-issues arise as was seen on the western 

side of SF (SFSU-CSU) during construction of towers and bigger buildings, buildings in the shadows of new 

construction had an increase in mold and north-side wall mold growth where air and sunlight did not 

reach. Heights of buildings have a direct proportional relationship with air-quality in the western side of 

SF due to special micro-climates (FOG) and the effects (MOLD) if not designed correctly. Low courtyards 

help in air-flow and sun-light and reduce mold growth. Residents in units on the west-side of SF typically 

have to air-out their units frequently to reduce mold growth.  

13) Principal #6 – Solid Waste Parameter G – please include in the innovation the use of SITE based organic 

waste in local ON-SITE energy production, bio-mass collection and processing on site can lead to direct 

savings in lessening transit and post production costs, if they can be processed and treated on site, and 

distributed locally to required areas for re-use.  

 

 

Development Parameters on Balboa Reservoir Project with CCSF 

 

 

1) Principle #1 – SFSU-CSU had a drastic and non-controllable impact on housing stock adjacent to their 

campus and continually had negative impacts on the housing stock, parking, and transit in their impacts 

on Stonestown and Parkmerced’s apartment communities, often displacing existing residents and 

families, and seniors. A key issue is how to CONTROL the CCSF impacts environmentally, and ensure the 

campus builds its own housing on site, on their existing acreage and not rely on other developments for 

housing needs. The concern is that many students come and leave within a limited time-frame and do not 

stay for longer terms, that families or other groups might utilize the Balboa Reservoir site housing  

proposed for. It is more critical to include housing for faculty and working staff at the Balboa Reservoir 

Site, and possibly additional less expensive housing below median means of 50% AMI for staff and faculty, 

including  Co-OP and rental housing that has a fixed income amount and time-duration for CCSF 

inhabitants that reverts or keeps prices at an amenable level vs. flipping them upon students moving out.. 

2) Principle #1 C – concern should be noted on non-profit tenants due to the need for street-life and 

concerns for closed and covered windows.  

3) Principle #1 – D – please note that pedestrian and cycle traffic should be clearly “navigable and in some 

cases separated” and not always together to ensure public pedestrian and bike safety. Rules for walking 

bikes in pedestrian zones should be strictly enforced.  Pedestrians should also be fined for improper 

behavior regarding cell-phone use when on public streets, maybe with a “pull-aside” campaign to re-

inforce the need to stop and  pull over when walking or bike riding or driving in the area. 

4) Principle #2 – Please include investigation on secondary off-ramp for CCSF between Glen Park and CCSF, 

directly into campus to relieve congestion on Ocean Ave. by locating an eastern side parking structure 

adjacent to the free-way with a turn back at Lick Wilmerding back east and west onto Ocean Ave. Or a 

secondary route to the north or western edge of campus through the existing campus area. (Masterplan 

should be adjusted accordingly to provide direct access to parking structures from the free-way vs. 

through side city streets.  

5) Principle #3 – Identify opportunities, for co-building of sites (Parking Structures) to service the Balboa Park 

Station, Balboa Reservoir, and CCSF facilities shared. Also look at street design for the bridge overpass up 



to the corner of CCSF property along Ocean Ave. and opportunities to build new facilities up to the street 

frontage areas, to provide better direct access to campus buildings on the southern edge, and direct 

transit connection to Balboa Park Station BART by looking at the Upper Yards Development and adjacent 

sites with MOHCD for student and faculty housing and offices, and community based facilities adjacent or 

near the station area.  

6) Principle #4 – The concern is the use of funding for capital improvements vs. educational needs, this was a 

similar issue that occurred at the SFSU-CSU (Foundation) than transformed to U.Corp that siphoned off 

money for capital land grabs vs. rehabilitation of existing facilities. It is critical to comprehend the financial 

issues of the CCSF campus and needs for rehabilitation of existing CCSF buildings and feasibility prior to 

ongoing discussions on expansion and new build-out. The PAEC is an exception as it will provide direct 

public community benefit as an arts building and performance center. The use of facilities should be open 

to all neighborhoods and groups including exercise and wellness equipment and areas for a fee-based 

program without having to take a course on site and should be considered public benefit and CCSF benefit 

in terms of the use and co-use of facilities for fee based use.  

7) Principle #4 – b – note that priorities during construction and ongoing changes in need such as the PAEC 

building may drastically change parking needs in the vicinity. Ongoing changes in density and proposals 

such as the AHBP and PDA designation of the Excelsior will speed up changes in the district and have joint 

impacts on the area.  

 

 

 

Development Parameters on Additional Public Benefits for Discussion 

 

 

1) Feedback given on possible options and alternatives should be listed including reservoir, public park area, 

and a secondary larger public pool facility (Flackheischer Pool, and prior Sutro Baths) were examples of 

possible larger future public amenities that could be provided.  

2) Principle #1 – please ensure the inclusion of age appropriate spaces for youth, pre-teens, teens, and 

college age adults.  

3) Principle #2 – Active ground spaces, should include possibly manufacturing and PDR space, including tech-

labs, and manufacturing such as the “iron-crucible” or some manufacturing spaces for the arts, and tech 

industry including a computer and media lab, shared young-children collaboration spaces, and production 

areas.  

4) Parameter #3 – Please see attached diagrammatic concept for large block development with possible 

water feature, housing, stage exterior, walkways, and view platforms to natural areas. Smaller scaled 

housing blocks connected by walkways and community servicing retail and scaled green areas, can be 

implemented in many ways. Programming the PAEC building with an exterior component can be an 

interesting social connective feature between the two sites on the western side adjacent to a water 

feature.  



  
Quick concept sketch for larger block site design between the two sites with central water feature, 

(RESERVOIR) with surrounding buildings scaled for the areas adjacent (low-scale north and west sides with 

larger buildings on the south and east sides of the lake feature, with a possible scaled building indicated in 

red, with a walkway lanai out to the PAEC and view deck, with a open-band-shell structure for community 

gathering and events, markets, art shows etc.  

 

 

Sincerely  

 

Aaron Goodman  

amgodman@yahoo.com  

c: 415.786.6929 

mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: jenny perez <jennylperez@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 6:53 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Jenny Perez

Good Day 
 
I want someone to acknowledge that a house of five disagrees with house development on balboa reservoir. It 
should be developed but not for housing. 
 
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/blog/real-estate/2015/12/san-francisco-real-estate-
transbay.html?ana=fbk 
 
More and more of these these newsletters where you see that development is a bad idea is popping up  all over 
San Francisco. 
 
Please stop pushing housing where it is already a congested area 
 
Thank you 
Jenny Perez  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: jenny perez <jennylperez@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 6:56 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: Jenny Perez – housing development on balboa reservoir

Good Day 
 
 
I want someone to acknowledge my comment in your meeting or that someone in the committee that is 
representing the people that live in the area that are opposed to housing development, that a house of five people 
disagrees with housing development on balboa reservoir. It should be developed but not for housing. 
 
 
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/blog/real-estate/2015/12/san-francisco-real-estate-
transbay.html?ana=fbk 
 
 
More and more of these these newsletters where you see that development is a bad idea is popping up  all over 
San Francisco. 
 
 
Please stop pushing housing where it is already a congested area 
 
 
Thank you 
Jenny Perez  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Jennifer Heggie <jdheggie@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2015 12:37 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: SNA Balboa Reservoir Subcommittee comments on CCSF, Sustainability and Add Public 

Benefits
Attachments: Present12_14_15BR_CAC_ccsf.docx; Present12_14_15BR_CAC_sustainability.docx; 

Present12_14_15BR_CAC_Addtl_Pub_Benies.docx

Please see attached a more complete written version of the comments made at the December 14 BR CAC 
meeting. Also included is the written version of comments on the Added Public Benefits which will be 
addressed in January 2016. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this. 
 
--  
Jennifer Heggie 
jdheggie@gmail.com 
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    12/14/2015 

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC BENEFITS PRINCIPLES BR CAC MEETING COMMENTS 

Principle #1: Accommodate a childcare facility and additional youth‐friendly 

elements within the project.  

b. The design and construction will need to ameliorate any possible noise impacts 

of in‐home childcare businesses on neighboring residential units. 

Principle #2: Maximize active ground‐floor uses to complement the 

neighborhood’s existing retail and ground‐floor uses. 

a. Parking should be added as an important ground floor use.  

b. The burden of proof should be on the developer and site manager to show that 

a comparable service is not available nearby. More vacant commercial spaces are 

not needed and do not enhance the neighborhood. 

 

Principle #3: Explore including additional programming and/or amenities 

designed to enhance quality of life for both new residents and neighbors. 

a. The local arts priority is to provide/ensure parking for the expected Performing 

Arts Education Center of City College.  The PAEC is expected to provide theater 

and music space that would be beneficial to the broader community, new 

residents and City College and regional affiliates.   

In addition, it would be beneficial to the community to have a new, separate 

space that can be used for multiple uses such as children’s camps or theater, a 

meeting place for local non‐profits and neighborhood associations, and a center 

for activities and services for seniors. Again, we encourage pedestrian and bicycle 

safety measures and improved transit options to improve access to the site. 
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CITY COLLEGE PRINCIPLES BR CAC MEETING COMMENTS 

Principle #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. 

a. Any housing should consider incorporating housing faculty, staff and students.  

 

b. We support having childcare facilities on the reservoir site that could be used by City College. 

However, the current state of disrepair of the City College childcare buildings should have no 

bearing on the timing of any construction on the Balboa Reservoir.  

 

c. We highly encourage the use of Ocean Avenue facilities and businesses to provide services to 

residents of the Balboa Reservoir. We want less, not more empty storefronts on Ocean Avenue. 

Impacts to the Ocean Avenue business district should be very carefully considered prior to 

installing any on‐site commercial space. In other words, the burden of proof should be on the 

developer to show that a comparable service is not available nearby. 

 

We support Principle 1b and d. 

 

Principle #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. 

 

a. We cannot adequately respond to parameter ‘a ‘ until we have reviewed the TDM. Also, we 

need to understand what is meant by the project’s mode split target. Both TDMs should be 

completed and reviewed by the public before the CAC provides its recommendation for the 

RFP.  Otherwise the purpose of the CAC has been seriously compromised, and one of the key 

impacts to the neighborhoods not adequately considered. 

 

b. Any plan to consider shared parking facilities needs to take into consideration the following 

three scenarios which will impact parking availability: 

1) Some residents will park their cars in the housing unit all day and use public transportation to 

get to work or walk to City College to get to classes or work. Their parking spots will not be 

available for incoming students.   

2) Residents who drive to typical 9‐5 jobs will take up spaces students need for evening classes 

that run from 6 to 10pm. Residents and students will be looking for parking at the same time.  

3) On Saturdays there is no guarantee that resident car parking spaces will be available for 

Saturday students as residents may not move their cars.  



    SNA Balboa Park Subcommittee   
    12/14/2015 

Parking  is still needed during non‐standard class periods, because though there are fewer 

classes in the evenings and on Saturdays, some students require a car for safety after evening 

classes and public transportation runs less frequently on Saturdays. 

 

c. Ensure local businesses such as Ocean Cyclery are considered when discussing providing 

bicycle repair and other services.  Does it make sense to recreate the bicycle wheel? 

 

d. We support most aspects of d, particularly the used of para transit and shuttles, but cannot 

support the potential recommendations from the ongoing Planning Department‐led TDM Study 

without studying them.  

 

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. 

 

a. This is a matter of priority. The needs of City College should be #1 and the development of 

Balboa Reservoir for other purposes secondary. The development should not have a negative 

impact on City College.  The Balboa Reservoir stakeholders should adjust to the plans and needs 

of City College rather than the other way around. 

 

Principle #4: Ensure that development at the Balboa Reservoir site does not negatively impact 

City College’s educational mission and operational needs. 

 

We like the concept of the principle as worded, but because the parameters refer only to the 

period of construction of the site, we recommend this principle be rewritten to indicate it is 

about construction of the site rather than the development which could mean many more 

things.  

 

a. In addition to minimizing access and noise impacts, add “and control dust and other impacts 

to air quality during construction.” 
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SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES BR CAC MEETING COMMENTS 

Principle #1: [ENERGY] Building on the City’s robust energy efficiency requirements, reduce or 

eliminate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from new buildings to the greatest extent feasible. 

Maximize the use of renewable energy (generated on the Balboa Reservoir site, to the extent 

feasible) and realize 100% of electricity in all new development from renewable (GHG‐free) 

sources. 

We enthusiastically support exploring energy efficiency methods as promoted in these 

parameters with one caveat. 

For Parameter a: If there is a tradeoff between using more electric power to power electric cars 

versus using less electric power, but encouraging more gas‐powered cars emitting GHGs and 

particulate matter into the atmosphere, weight should be given to using more electric power, 

no matter the source, to power the electric cars.  The sources of electricity are on a trajectory 

to become cleaner.  

There are still compelling reasons to drive cars, and this location is well‐suited to supporting 

electric cars because of the short distance to the freeway. 

Principle #2: [WATER] Building on the City’s robust water efficiency requirements, maximize 

non‐potable water use in buildings and open spaces.  

2c. and 6d. Please explain what area would be considered “district‐scale” and how many units 

are required to make this designation.  

 

Principle #3: [STORMWATER] Optimize onsite storm water management to improve water 

quality and minimize potential for urban flooding and help prevent overflows of the City’s 

combined sewage system into the Bay. 

3c. We support the parameters, as long as mechanisms are provided to discourage unwanted 

visitors, such as breeding mosquitoes, that will be attracted to sitting water. Please note that 

there are numerous skunks, raccoons, coyotes and rats in this area. 

Principle #4: [ECOLOGY/GREENING] Connect all residents, workers and visitors to nature by 

maximizing habitat supportive trees and landscaping on roofs, streetscapes, and open space 

areas, as appropriate. 

Support all the parameters. In parameter C, minimize landscaping on the roofs, instead 

prioritizing energy production and storm water management for roofs over other living/green 

roof objectives. This windy, foggy location is not ideal for purposes on roofs such as usable 

open space and growing trees.  
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Principle #5: [AIR QUALITY] Support a healthy environment by reducing indoor and outdoor air 

quality impacts, such as toxins in building materials and vehicle idling. NOTE: Outdoor air 

quality is also enhanced through the “greening” parameters discussed in Principle #4. 

d. Use electric charging stations as a carrot providing benefits to parking within the site over 

parking in neighboring residential areas. In garage parking areas which don’t have electric 

charging stations, provide outlets to accommodate transitioning from gas‐powered cars to EVs.  
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Wong, Phillip (ECN)

From: Jennifer Heggie <jdheggie@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2015 1:42 PM
To: BRCAC (ECN)
Subject: BR CAC Nov. 30 Minutes: small modification

One correction: 
Geri Vahey made a comment during the November 30 comment period. Her name was spelled incorrectly, 
something like Jerry Vayhey in the Minutes. The correct spelling is Geri Vahey. 
 
Thank you. 
 
--  
Jennifer Heggie 
jdheggie@gmail.com 
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